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EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
18, LINCOLN’s INN FIELDs, Lcnpon, W.C. 
Whole-world policies in most cases free of charge. 
Policies indisputable and unconditional. 
SPECIMEN BONUSES. 
Actual additions made to Policies of £1,000 effected under Tables I. and II. 


























NUMBER OF PREMIUMS PAID. 
Age 
at Entry. | ; 4 ’ 

Five. Ten Twentv. Thirty. | Forty. 

£8. £ 8. £ 8. £ 8s. | 2 & 
20 103 0 191 10 431 0 *736 0 | *1,022 0 
40 112 0 211 0 464 10 *819 0 *1,167 0 
40 124 0 232 0 525 30 *939 10 *1,343 10 
50 147 0 276 10 *626 10 *1,126 0 | eveeee 
60 197 10 872 0 . 5 2 co | eoeeee 








EXAMPLE.— A Policy for £1,000, effected 30 years ago by a person then aged 30, 
would have increased to £1,819, or by more than 80 per cent. 


In the cases marked * the Bonuses, if surrendered. would be more than 
sufficient to extinguish all future premiums, and the Policy-holders would still 
be entitled to share in future profits. 


NOW READY, in Two Handy Vols., demy 8vo, price 20s., cloth. 
THE 
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Vol. I. Contains the Jurisdiction and Practice under the County Courts Act, 
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the Statutes, the New Rules of Practice, Forms, and Tables of Fees 
and Costs. 


Vol. II. Contains the Jurisdiction and Practice under Acts other than the above, 


and the Jurisdiction under the Admiralty Jurisdiction Acts, together 


with the Statutes, Rules of Practice, Forms, and Fees ; also the provi- 
sions affecting County Cour!s of the Lunacy Acts Amendment Act, and 
other Acts passed last Seesion. 
By GEORGE WASHINGTON HEYWOOD 
Judge of the Manchester and Salford County Court 


N.B.—The Volumes are sold separately. Vol. 1., price 16s.; Vol. 11 , price 6s. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tur Cavse Lists for the Easter Sittings present an amount of 
work for the courts more than sufficient to occupy the limited 
number of days comprised therein. Court of Appeal No. 2 has thirty 
appeals from the Chancery Division and three from the County 
Palatine of Lancaster. The appeals before Court of Appeal No. 1 
are seventy-two in all, comprisiog 46 final and 20 interlocutory 
appeals from the Queen’s Bench Division, 2 from the Probate, 
Divorce, and Admiralty Division, and 4 in Bankruptcy. Thus the 
total number of appeals is 105 as against 132 at this time last year. 
The appeals in the Jist for Hilary Sittings, 1890, were only 91. In 
the Chancery Division there is a total of 616 cases before the five 
judges of that division ; consisting of 134 before Mr. Justice Kay, 
122 before Mr. Justice Currry, 137 before Mr. Justice Noxru, 122 
tefore Mr. Justice Srixtrve, and 101 before Mr. Justice KexkEwIcu. 
These numbers include an aggregate of 409 to be heard with wit- 
nesees. In the list for Easter Sittings, 1889, there were 658 cases, 
including about 400 with witnesses. The cause list of the Queen’s 
Bench Division contains 1,314 cases as compared with 1,128 in the 
seme list a year ago. There are 236 cases for divisional courts, 
and 1,029 for trial, of which 373 are without juries, and there are 
besides 49 bankruptcy matters, of which 6 are appeals to a 
divisional court. 





Tux report of the Manchester Law Association, which we print 
elsewhere, puts very clearly the case in favour of the allowance 
of remuneration to private trustees. The grounds on which the 
rule against such allowance was established—both those mentioned 
in the report, and also the reason, not mentioned in the report, 
that the consequence of the allowance of remuneration to a 
trustee would be that his interest would be opposed to his duty— 
are obviously inadequate, since all the evils suggested could have 
been prevented by fixing a moderate maximum commission. The 
anomaly will become increased if trust companies and the public 
trustee are authorized to charge a commission for the transaction of 
trust business while a private trustee is debarred from receiving any 
remuneration. But we are not clear that the present is a very 
suitable time for solicitors to raise the question of the change sug- 
gested. The dread of the public trustee’s commission will be one 
powerful motive in preventing recourse to him on the part of testa- 
tors and settlors; but if all private trustees are to become entitled 
to commission, this motive will cease to operate. Moreover, it has 
to be considered whether, if private trustees are paid for their 
services, they will be allowed to entrust the conduct of trust 
matters to solicitors to the extent to which they now do. Our own 
impression is that it will be better at present to leave the matter 
to be settled by the action of the creators of trusts and persons 
nominated as trustees. There is, of course, nothing to prevent the 
creator of a trust from providing for the payment of commission to 
his trustees, and possibly some benefit might result from the issue 
by the Incorporated Law Society of a carefully-framed clause for 
this purpose to be inserted in wills and settlements. 





A point of some importance, which must frequently arise in 
24 
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ractice, was settled by Court of Appeal No. 2 on Wednesday in 
Tast week in the case of Zucker v. The New Brunswick Trading 
Co. of London (reported on a subsequent page). The question 
was, whether the undertaking as to damages, which a plaintiff is 
required to give as a condition of obtaining an interim injunction, 
ought, where there is more than one defendant to the action, to be 
limited to damages which may be sustained by the defendant or 
defendants against whom the injunction is actually granted, or 
whether it should extend to damages which may be sustained by 
any of the defendants, whether they are or are not restrained by the 
injunction. Mr. Pemserton, in his work on Judgments (4th ed., 
p- 435), says :—‘‘The undertaking applies to all the defendants, 
although one or more only may be restrained.” The court expressed 
their approval of this statement of the practice. In the particular 
case there were four defendants to the action, and the interim 
injunction was granted against the first defendant only, a company. 
The notice of motion had been served only on the company and a 
defendsnt named Matruews, both of whom sppeared by counsel. On 
the injunction being granted, the counsel for Marruews expressly 
asked for the “usual undertaking” as to damages, and the 
plaintiff's counsel replied that the undertaking would, of course, 
be given. Notwithstanding this, the registrar drew up the order 
so as in terms to Jimit the undertaking to damages which might be 
sustained by the company, and, though the point was taken that 
the undertaking ought to extend to damages sustained by the 
defendant Marruzws, the order was passed and entered in this 
limited form. No application was made to the High Court to vary 
the minutes, but the defendant Marrnews and a third defendant 
appealed from the order, asking that the undertaking might be 
extended to damages sustained by them respectively. The 
court held that, as, at the hearing of the motion, the under- 
taking had really been given by the plaintiff’s counsel to 
the defendant Marruews, the order must be altered by ex- 
tending it to damages sustained by him. But the court 
said that no such alteration could be made in favour of the third 
defendant, because, in fact, no undertaking had, on the hearing of 
the motion, been given to him. Their lordships, however, inti- 
mated an opinion that, if an application had been made to the 
High Court before the order was paseed and entered, the under- 
taking would probably have been extended in favour of the third 
defendant. It is not quite easy to follow the reasoning of the 
court in declining to extend the undertaking to damages suetained 
by the third defendant. It seems to us that euch an undertaking 
must be regarded as a condition precedent to the granting of dis- 
cretionary relief, and that, therefore, the court might have im- 
posed the condition even in favour of a defendant who had not 
asked for it, The case may serve as an illustration of the danger 
of granting an interim injunction against some of the defendants to 
an action in the absence of the others. It is, perhaps, always 
possible that an injury may be done indirectly to the absent de- 
fendants, without their having even the protection afforded by the 
plaintiff's undertaking as to damages. At any rate, it seems clear 
that the rule ought to be strictly observed, that a plaintiff who 
obtains an interim injunction shall be required, as a matter of 
course, to give an undertaking as to damages in favour of all the 
defendants, even though the injunction is granted against some of 
them only. If, as in the case to which we are referring, one party 
to an agreement is restrained from acting on it, it is obvious that 
another party may be seriously prejudiced, even though no in- 
junction is granted against him. 





In rue case of Kearlcy v. Thompson (ante, p. 361) the Court of 
Appeal appear to have thrown doubt on the rule established in 
Taylor v. Bowers (1 Q. B. D. 291), that where money has been 
paid by a party to an illegal contract it may be recovered back, 

ided the contract has not been performed, and Lord Justice 
Fay is reported to have said that no such proposition was laid down 
in any earlier case. This seems hardly consistent, however, with 
the opinions expressed by three judgesin Hastelow v. Jackson 
(8 B. & C. 221). There A. and B. had deposited money with a 
stakeholder to abide the result of a boxing match between them. 
After the fight there was a dispute as to who was entitled to the 
stakes. A. demanded that the whole should be paid to him, and 
threatened the stakeholder with an action if he paid any to B. At 


the threatened action was brought, A. was held to be entitled to 
recover from him his own stake. The decision was felt to go 
rather far, and Lirrtepate, J., justified it on the ground that, 
although the event on which the payment depended had happened, 
yet either party was at liberty to revoke his authority before the 
contract had been completely executed by payment over of the 
money. The same judge also said:—‘‘ If two parties enter into 
an illegal contract, and money is paid upon it by one to the other, 
that may be recovered back before the execution of the contract, 
but not afterwards.” The recent case was distinguished on the 
ground that there had been part performance, but here too there 
seems to be authority on the other side. In Bone v. Hkless 
(5 H. & N. 925) £500 was to be paid as a bribe to Turkish officials 
in order to facilitate the sale of a ship to the Government. £300 
was thus paid. Then the shipowner sued his agent to recover the 
other £200, and he succeeded. No objection was raised on the ground 
of the transaction having been partly carried through, but, as in 
the other cases, it was pointed out that the party suing was not 
relying on the illegal agreement. This, on the contrary, was 
done by the other party, who resisted the repayment. Of course 
on the other side may be set the emphatic words of Witwor, C.J., 
in Collins v. Blantern (1 Sm. L. C. 404):—“‘ Whoever is a party 
to an unlawful contract, if he hath once paid the money stipulated 
to be paid in pursuance thereof, he shall not have the help of a 
court to fetch it back again, you shall not have a right of action 
when you come into a court of justice in this unclean manner to 
recover it back. Procul, O! procul este profani.” When, then, 
the time comes, as Lord Justice Fry hinted it would, for a review 
of the decision in Taylor v. Bowers, it may be found difficult to 
decide between these conflicting principles. At the same time it 
seems somewhat odd to allow the defendant to keep the money if 
he has done his share of the illegal contract, but to make him pay 
it back if he has not. This is surely the best way to hurry him 
on in his violation of the law. 





A case which has an important bearing upon the investment 
of cash under the control of the court, in connection with 
the rights of annuitants for whom capital sums have been 
set apart, has not (says a correspondent) found its way into 
the reports. It was an adjourned summons (Jie Gladwell, 
Gladwell vy. Dromgole) before Mr. Justice Srintine on the 
12th of February last. The testator appears to have left to 
relations and others annuities to the number of about eleven, and 
directed his representatives to set apart sums to meet the annuities, 
and left the capital money, as each life dropped, to a certain charity. 
In the course of proceedings to administer the estate, sums o 
Consols were set apart and carried to separate accounts to meet 
the several annuities. Upon the conversion of Consols, the 
court had directed the investment of these several annuity 
funds in India £3 10s. per Cent. Stock, and directed that 
each of the several annuities should be paid from the 
fund applicable for the purpose. Owing to a fortunate con- 
dition of the market, the investment in India Stock was made 
so as in the result to produce in each case more interest than was 
sufficient to meet the annuity to be paid out of it. Recently, the 
first death among the annuitants occurred, and it then became 
necessary to settle how the capital fund, and also how the surplus 
interest still remaining in court, was to be divided. The learned 
judge decided that each of the annuitants was entitled to the whole 
of the interest accrued and to accrue on the stock set apart to 
meet his annuity, and that the whole of the capital money 
should be divided so as to give so much as (according to the 
proportions of pure and impure personalty existing at the 
testator’s death, as ascertained in chambers) represented pure 
personalty to the charity and the impure personalty to the 
next of kin. There is a rough and ready sort of justice about 
this decision. Had the reinvestment in India Stock had the 
effect of producing interest insufficient to meet the annuities, 
the question would have arisen whether the annuitants were 
entitled to have their annuities made good out of capital, and in 
opposition to an argument in favour of this view the representa- 
tives of the charity would have had much to say. Howover, 
the sums having been set apart, and by the court appropriated 
in accordance with the duty imposed on the executors, it 





the umpire’s direction, however, he paid all of it to B., and, when 





became apparent that the rights as to division of the capital and 
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disposal of the extra income rested practically between the 
annuitants on the one hand, and the charity on the other; those 
entitled as under an intestacy being entitled to whatever repre- 
sented impure personalty. It is not probable that many such 
cases Will arise out of the recent conversion of Consols, but the 
fortunate annuitants who will now get increased annuities have at 
least nothing to complain of in this decision. 





Tue rErversity of a testator and his trustees imposed on Mr, 
Justice Srintine, in Re 7’. Smith (88 W. R. 380), the perplexing 
duty of ascertaining what is ‘‘ substantial consent” to a marriage. 
The testator attached as a condition to the oT of property 
given by his will that the beneficiary should, if he married, do so 
with the consent of two of the trustees for the time being of his 
will, but prescribed no particular form of consent. The evidence 
of the beneficiary was that, at an interview with the trustees, he 
asked their consent to his then intended marriage, and that one of 
the trustees then said: ‘‘ We see no objection, but we should like 
you to make your application in writing,” leading him thereby to 
suppore that the writing was merely a matter of form. A formal 
letter was accordingly written, to which an answer was sent 
by the trustees, the meaning of which, the learned judge 
held, was that the trustees understood that, as the lady did not 
intend to marry the beneficiary, it was not necessary for them 
to give any consent. This was, however, a mistake, since the 
lady did marry the beneficiary a few weeks afterwards. Two 
of the trustees, in their affidavit, disclosed a somewhat peculiar 
state of mind as to the marriege. The purport of the affidavit, put 
shortly, appears to have been as follows :— 

(1) We none of us gave any consent to the marriage ; 

(2) We have not any objection to the marriage ; 

(3) At the time when our consent was asked, we had no ob- 

jection to the lady ; 
(4) But we were of opinion that it was not at that time 
desirable that the defendant should marry. 

Upon these facts, the learned judge held that the trustees ‘‘ had no 
objection to the marriage itself, although they were of opinion that 
at present it had better not take place.” He thought that their 
evidence amounted to this, ‘‘ We consent, provided the marriage 
takes place at the proper time.’’ Accordingly be held that consent 
to the marriage had ‘substantially been given,” and that the 
beneficiary was entitled to the property. It is to be remarked 
that even if the decision had been adverse to the beneficiary, it would 
not have left him hopeless. It appears that he would have his 
whole Jife in which to perform the condition (Randal v. Payne, 1 
Bro. C. C. 55); and if he should hereafter have become a widower, 
he would no doubt have taken good care, before contracting a fresh 
matrimonial alliance, to obtain more satisfactory evidence of the 
trustees’ consent. 





In THE CASE Of Jones v. Padgett a Divisional Court, consisting of 
Lord Cotertner, C.J., and Lord Esuer, M.R., held that where a 
cloth manufacturer sells cloth to a cloth merchant, being ignorant 
that the latter is also a tailor and intends to make up the cloth into 
liveries, there is no implied warranty that it sball be fit for such a 

urpose, and the manufacturer is not liable in damages if the 
iveries prove to be defective. Two modern cases seem to have settled 
the law on the question, though the present decision indicates the 
point beyond which they will not be carried. In Mody v. Gregson 
(4 Ex. 49), manufacturers undertook to supply grey shirtings 
according to sample, but after delivery the goods were found to 
have been made unmerchantable by the introduction of a large per- 
centage of china clay for the purpose of increasing thoir weight. 
It was impossible to detect the adulteration by the sample, and it 
was accordingly held that there had been a breach of an implied 
warranty. This was approved by the House of Lords and made 
the basis of their decision in Drummond v. Van Ingen (12 App. 
Cas. 284). Here the contract was to supply worst . ee 
according to sample, but owing to the manner in which the cloth 
had been manufactured, and which it was quite impossible to 
detect in the sample, the coats made of it proved a disastrous 
failure. Damages were given, therefore, on the ground that the name 
of the goods was a sufficicnt indication of the purpose for which they 
were to be used, and that there was an implied warranty that they 


should be fit for that particular purpose. It is, of course, of the 
essence of the liability that the seller should know the exact use 
to which the goods are going to be put, and in many cases he is 
directly told, as in Jones v. Bright (5 Bing. 533). Where, then, he is 
to be held liable simply upon a common understanding as to the 
ordinary use of goods in a trade, it is proper that such understand- 
ing should be very clearly proved, and it is intelligible that io the 
recent case the court should have declined to make the manu- 
facturer liable, even though the use to which the cloth was put— 
viz., the making of clothes—was the most ordinary use of it. In 
return for the protection which the law grants to buyers, it is not 
unreasonable that they should state clearly to the seller the purpose 
for which the goods are required. : 








INCOME TAX ON PROFITS OF A PARTNERSHIP 
CARRYING ON BUSINESS ABROAD. 


Tue case of Colguhoun v. Brooks (36 W. R. 332, 657, 38 W. R. 
289) raised a question of considerable importance—viz., whether a 
partner in a firm which carries on business exclusively in a foreign 
country (in fact, in Melbourne, Victoria, but that Victoria is a 
British colony makes no difference in the argument) is liable to 
be assessed to income tax upon a portion of his profits made in the 
foreign country, and ascertained, but remaining abroad, not trans- 
mitted to this country, in which the partner is residing. 

That the case was carried from the court of first instance to the 
Court of Appeal, and from the Court of Appeal to the House of 
Lords, shews that.the question was one upon which different 


opinions might be held, and for the solution of which the Income 
Tax Acts afforded no certain guide. It occurs at once to the mind, 


on hearing the question propounded, that it is one which involves 
considerations with which the Legislature is more competent to 
deal than the law courts. That the international character (so to 
speak) of the question impressed the judges is apparent from the 
broad principles upon which some of them endeavoured to deal 
with it, while those who held themselves precluded by the language 
of the Acts which they had te expound, or by their position, as 
judges and not legislators, from adopting the general principles 
enunciated by their brethren, did not fail to recognize their 
importance. In the Queen’s Bench Division Sreraen and Wixts, 
JJ., differed; the latter holding that the property sought to be 
affected was not British property, and could not, therefore, be 
touched by an English Act of Parliament, founding himself upon 
the dictum of Lord Wesrsury in Attorney-General v. Campbell (21 
W. R. 34n, L. R. 5 H. L. 524, 530), “that you cannot apply an 
English Act of Parliament to foreign property whilst it remains 
foreign property,” and deciding that the generality of the words in 
schedule D., 16 & 17 Vict. c. 34, s. 2, must be limited in accord- 
ance with the principle so enunciated ; the latter conceiving that 
no escape was afforded by the principle enunciated by Lord West- 
BURY with reference to the Legacy and Succession Duty Acts, 
which imposed duties upon property (whereas the Income Tax 
Acts are directed to the taxation of persons) from the stringency 
of the words of schedule D. A similar division of opinion 
occurred in the Court of Appeal, in which Lord Esxex, M.R., and 
Lorzs, L.J., reversed the decision of the Queen’s Bench Division, 
Fry, L.J., dissenting. Lord Esnen delivered a forcible judgment, 
finding in the very largeness of the language of schedule D. (in 
opporition to SrzrHey, J., who in the court below had used the 
more limited character of that language as compared with the 
language of section 2 of the Succession Duty Act (16 & 17 Vict c. 
51) as an argument in the contrary sense) a reason for discovering 
some principle of limitation; which he found in the ‘ Comity of 
Nation,” to which, he urged, such an inquiry and method of taxa- 
tion as would be rendered nece a literal adherence to 
schedule D. would be absolutely contrary. Lorzs, L.J., agreeing 
with Lord Esner, M.R., and Wi1s, J., founded himself upon the 
language of schedule D, taking the words “arising or accruing 
to any person residing in the United Kingdom” to mean “ coming 
to his hands, or received by him, in the United Kingdom” (a con- 
struction which provokes the remark, that, if such was the 

lature’s intention, they had taken very inadequate means to express 
it, and which was expressly ce age by Lord Macracren in the 

an 





House of Lords), but he expression of the difficulty he 
)had in believing that the Legislature intended to make a resident in 
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this country chargeable with income tex in respect of profits made 
in another country and never transmitted to or received in this 
country, which shews that the larger aspect of the case was present 
to his mind. Fry, L.J., while recognizing the force of Lord 
Esuenr’s argument, thought it fitter to be addressed to the Legisla- 
— and felt himself unable to escape from the fetters of schedule 


The case was taken to the House of Lords, and there, at last, 
unapimity of decision was reached ; and it was reached by extend- 
ing the meaning of the word “ possessions”’ in the ‘‘ 5th case” of 
schedule D. (5 & 6 Vict. c. 35) to cover “‘all that is possessed ”’ 
(Lord Herscuet1), ‘everything that a person has as a source of 
income” (Lord Macwacuren), and so bringing the case within the 
terms of that ‘‘ 5th case,” which limits the liability for duty to 
“‘the actual annual sums received in Great Britain upon an average 
of three preceding years.” Consequently, the profits remaining 
abroad were not liable to income tax. 

It will be generally agreed, we think, that the right conclusion 
has been reached. That it was reached by a minute examination 
of phrases, rather than by broad considerations of international con- 
venience, is of little moment ; and the method is perhaps more 
appropriate to courts of justice, which must not too openly assume 
legislative functions. Had it not been so reached, the actual in- 
tervention of the Legislature would have been necessary to prevent 
the consequences forcibly depicted by Lord Esnrx. Lord Henscuext, 
indeed, did not feel satisfied that to tax a foreigner upon business 
earnings not received in this country would involve a breach of 
international law. There is plausibility, no doubt, in the argu- 
ment used by Fry, LJ. that the Legislature may charge 
persons who are foreigners, and require them to pay income tax, 
according to a particular standard ; that standard being determined 
by the aggregate of their “ possessions” (in the large sense given 
to the word by the judgment of the House of Lords) abroad and in 
this country. But, if such a liability were seriously pressed—as 
before this case of Colquhoun v. Brooks, we believe, it has not 
been—it is certain that remonstrances in high quarters would be 
heard, if the practical difficulties in the way of enforcing such a 
liability did not lead to the abandonment of the attempt to do so. 
For, as is forcibly shewn in the judgments of Lord Herscuett and 
Lord Macsscutex, the Income Tax Acts provide no machinery for 
assessing such Jiability, and the absence of such machinery was a 
strong motive for the decision at which the House of Lords 


We should observe that while Wizts, J., in the court below held 
that the cases of Cesena Sulphur Co. v. Nicholson and Calcutta 
Jute Mills v. Nicholson (25 W.R. 71, 1 Ex. D. 428) had been 
rightly decided, on the ground that each of those companies was 
resident in the United Kingdom and carried on their business there, 
and that therefore the whole of the profite of those businesses was 
taxable, whether remitted to this country or not (Sreruey, J., 
however, referred to these cases as supporting the conclusion at 
which he arrived), Lord Henscurit declined to dwell on those 
cases, and pointed out that the argument turned principally upon 
where those compenies resided, and that, whether the facts raised the 
same questions as in the case before him or not, it was quite cer- 
tain that the important considerations which had been pressed in 
argument upon the House of Lords were not present to the minds 
of the learned judges who took part in those decisions, and they 
could not, therefore, be regarded as authorities determining the 

Some doubt, therefore, has been thrown on the decisions 
im the Cesena Bulphur Oo. v. Nicholson and the Calcutta Jute 
Co. ¥. Nichole. 








NON-ADVERSE POSSESSION. 

Is reversing the decision of the Court of Appesl in Lyell v. 
Kennedy (28 W. ¥.. 252), the House of Lords seem to have had a 
in chooring among the reasons which presented themselves, 

and st sight they seem to have shewn a tendency to give the 
Statutes of Limitation a constraction less strict than that which has 
hitherto pr . Farther consideration, however, will probably re- 
move this impression, and the judgment can readily be brought with- 
ia the limite of settledlaw. The case turned chiefly on section & of 
tatute of 1622, which defines the time when the right of the 


owner is to be deemed to accrue in respect of his reversion upon | under section 8. It also seemed to read into that section the re- 








tenancies from year to year or for other fixed period where there ig 
no lease in writing. This is stated to be the determination of the first 
of such years or other periods, or else the last time when any rent 
payable in respect of the tenancy shall have been received, which. 
ever shall last happen. Upon the facts it appeared that property was 
in the occupation of tenants without leases in writing, one upon an 
annual tenancy and the rest upon weekly tenancies. The owner, 
down to her death in 1867, was one Ann Duncan, and the rents 
were received on her bebalf by the defendant Kennepy. Upon her 
death the property devolved upon her heirs, who were for man 
years unascertained. Kennepy, however, continued to collect the 
rents, and paid them into a separate account at the bank, professing 
at first to be acting on behalf of the heirs. This continued till 
1880, when he changed his position, and claimed to receive them 
on his own account. In the following year the action was brought 
against him by an assignee of the interests of three persons whose 
title as co-heiresses of Ann Duncan was ultimately established. 
Upon the trial before Srzruen, J., in 1886, the plaintiff succeeded, 
in the Court of Appeal he failed, and in the House of Lords he was 
again successful. 

The chief difficulty appears to arise from the manner in which 
the statutes deal with cases where an owner is in possession of 
land by his tenants. Under the old law, so long as the tenancy 
subsisted he was perfectly safe. Whether no rent was paid at all, 
or whether it was paid to a stranger, it was equally impossible for 
a@ possession adverse to his own to be gained. In cases where there 
is a lease in writing, and the rent is over 20s., this state of things 
was definitely altered by section 9 of the Act of 1833, and by that 
an adverse possession could be gained by anyone who actually 
received the rent under a wrongful claim to be entitled to the 
reversion. Where, however, the tenancies are yearly, there is no 
specific provision as to the effect of interference by a stranger, and 
section 8 has been applied—maioly, at any rate—to claims as 
between the owner and the guondam tenant. 

In the present case the difficulty was originally got over by 
means of the doctrine of Bushby v. Dizon (3 B. & C. 298), that, 
upon the death of an owner of land, the possession of a yearly 
tenant becomes de facto the possession of the heir. Hence, upon 
the death of Ann Duncan in 1867, her heirs were forthwith in 
possession, and until 1880, it was said, there was no conduct on 
the part of Kennepy which could amount to a dispossession of 
them under the first clause of section 3 of the Act of 1833. But 
the reference to this clause appears to be wrong, as it only con- 
templates the case of a person in poseession or in receipt of the 
profits of land, and these expressions probably do not apply toa 
person who is merely in receipt of rent (Sugden’s Real Property 
Statutes, p. 47). His position, indeed, is that of a reversioner, 
and his rights are defined by section 8. To this, accordingly, the 
Court of Appeal, when the case came before them, looked, and the 
doctrine of Bushby v. Dixon became immaterial. The owner's 
right is to accrue upon the last receipt of rent, and, as this had 
taken place in the lifetime of Ann Duncan, the bar of the statute 
had long been complete. That the defendant had professed to receive 
the rents in a fiduciary capacity does not seem to have been thought 
material. The statute had clearly marked out the point from 
which time was to run against the owner, and there was no express 
trust to introduce the saving of section 25. A more serious 
matter was the allegation that he had simply acted as agent for the 
heirs, and that, upon subsequent ratification by them, the agency 
related back to the year 1867. This, however, was excluded by 
the court, on the ground that the bar of the statute was complete 
before ratification, and that the title of the heirs, already extin- 
guished by section 34, could not thus be revived. It may also be 
noted that it was assumed that a stranger can gain a title under 
section 8 against the owner. As we have said, the section is 
usually applied when a tenant is seeking to gain a title by holding 
after payment of rent has ceased, and the provision is that the right 
of the landlord accrues at the moment when the last rent was re- 
ceived. Nothing is said about the person by whem it was received, 
and it might be contended that a receipt by a stranger was suffl- 
cient both to prevent the tenant gaining any right and to save the 
landlord’s title. 

This, however, appears to bo disposed of by the judgment in the 
House of Lords, which expressly recognized that a stranger might, 
by receipt of rent, make the statute begin to run against the owner 
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quirement of section 9 that the receipt by such stranger must be 
under a wrongful claim of title, though possibly this only meant 
that the receipt must not be simply on behalf of the true owner. 
But on either ground the decision of the case was plain. There 
had certainly been no assertion by Kennepy of a claim to 
receive the rents on his own account before the year 1880; 
while, differing from the Court of Appeal, Lord Szrzorne, 
who delivered the principal judgment, held that lapse of time 
was no bar to the ratification of Kennepy’s agency, and that 
it was enough if it took place within a time which, as between the 
real owner and the assumed agent, could be regarded as reason- 
able. But, although both these grounds appeared to be adopted, 
there can be no doubt that the latter is the true one. There 
appears to be no reason for confusing section 8 with section 9. 
Each has been hitherto construed separately, and each has been 
found to have quite sufficient difficulties of its own. In section 9 
there is no question of the tenant gaining a title. His lease is 
still running, and the only possible contest is between the true 
owner and a stranger who interferes and claims the rent. Conse- 
quently it is made essential that such stranger should really make a 
wrongful claim—an expression which is explained in Williams v. 
Potts (12 Eq. 149)—on his own account, and till he does this the 
owner’s title is secure. But under section 8 the tenancy itself, so 
far as the true owner is concerned, is determined, and questions 
may arise, not only with him, but also as between the tenant and 
the stranger. Here the only requirement is that the owner shall 
have ceased to receive rent, and in whatever manner this happens, 
time begins to run against him. It is clear, however, that the 
receipt need not be by himself personally. On general principles it 
is enough if it be by an agent, and equally so, it has now been held, 
if it be by someone who is bound to account to him in a fiduciary 
capacity. There was, therefore, ample ground for the decision 
arrived at without interfering with the accepted construction of 
eection 8, and introducing into it considerations peculiar to sec- 
tion 9. 








REVIEWS. 
COUNTY COURT PRACTICE. 


THe ANNUAL CounTy CourT Practice, 1890. FouNDED ON 
PoLLocK AND NIcot’s AND HeEywoop'’s PRACTICES OF THE 
Country Courts. Two Vols. By GEorGE WAsHINGTON HeEy- 
woop, Esq , Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


The name of Mr. Henry Nicol, which has for so long a period 
been honourably connected and identified with the county courts of 
England and Wales, has disappeared from the title-page of this work, 
and Mr. Heywood (now Judge Heywood) must, in future, be re- 
garded as sole author. The present issue of these volumes does not 
call for detailed criticism. In Volume I., which treats, mainly, of the 
ordinary jurisdiction and practice of the county courts, the author 
has acted upon a suggestion which we ventured to make when re- 
viewing this work last year (Vol. 33, p. 332); that is to say, he 
has omitted the chapter on ‘‘ Executors”’ and bas adopted the more 
convenient and scientific plan of distributing its contents under the 
various heads to which they properly belong. In the chapter on 
* Interlocutory ae ” the power of the registrar to adjudi- 
cate upon such applications is learnedly discussed, and a doubt is ex- 
pressed as to whether certain provisions of the County Court Rules, 
1889, upon the subject are not u/ird vires. Without pronouncing any 
opinion upon this difficult question, we fully admit its importance, 
and desire to recognize the ability and learning that the author has, 
undoubtedly, brought to bear upon it. It is not always easy to de- 
termine whether a particular rule is authorized by the statutory 
power under which it was framed, but it would seem that any rule 
which is directly repugnant to statutory provisions is certainly u/trd 
vires (Irving v. Askew, L, R. 5 Q, B, 208, 211), In this connection, it 
may be mentioned that the power to frame rules of county court 
practice, as defined by section 27 of the Judicature Act, 1881, is very 
extensive, and that this last named enactment is supplemental to 
section 164 of the County Courts Act, 1888. In addition to the 
chapter on ‘‘ Interlooutory Applications,” to which we have just re- 
ferred, Volume I. contains a new Appendix (K.), comprising a care- 
a prepared Table of Interlocutory Applications before trial, which 
indicates clearly to whom each ap cation is required to be made 
(i.e., whether to the judge or registrar), the Act or rule governing 
the jurisdiction invoked, and also the provisions which prescribe the 
mode of application, Appendix L. to Volume I. is also new, It 
contains the recent Order of the Home Secretary as to Prisons, dated 
13th of December, 1889, which designates, by a schedule thereto, the 





prisons to which persons committed by county court judges for con- 
tempt or in pursuance of the Debtors Act, 1869, must be sent. 
Volume IL., which deals with the jurisdiction and practice of the 
county courts under special Acts, contains a new chapter entitled 
‘«The Merchant Shipping Acts, 1854, 1862, 1876, 1889,” which forms 
Chapter XI. of Part 1X. The enactments of last session which affect 
the county courts are, we believe, all included in this volume. Thus 


The Lunacy Acts Amendment Act, 1889, The Cotton Cloth 
Factories Act, 1889, The Friendly Societies Act, 1889, and The 
Merchant Shipping Act, 1889, are duly mentioned, though it cannot 


be said that they all receive treatment. Indeed, the defect 
of this volume is that it does not aim sufficiently at completeness of 
treatment with regard to the matters included in it, but leaves too 
much to be supplied by the reader from other sources. 

Both volumes incorporate the decisions pong bee county courts 
which were pronounced during the past year, though the cases of 
Harris v. Sheldon (W. N., 1889, C. A., p. 128) and Williams v. Allen 
(W. N., 1889, p. 48) appear to have escaped the atthor’s attention. 





TORTS. 


Tue Law or Torts. By J. F. Crerk and W. H. B. LoypsEtt, 
Barristers-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

This strikes us as being an exceedingly well-written and useful 
book. The size is moderate, the style is clear, the treatment of the 
subject is exhaustive, and the statements of the law are accurate. 
The authors start with the definition that a tort is ‘‘a wrong inde- 

dent of contract, for which the appropriate remedy is a common 
SS action,” and this short sentence shews the difficulty which any- 
one who undertakes to deal with torts has to encounter. His- 
torically the law has been based upon numerous separate forms of 
action, each applicable to the redress of some wrong not springing 
out of a breach of contract, and common principles by which the 
corresponding modern liabilities can be explained and justified are 
not always easy to find. The present work accepts this state of 
things, and, without any elaborate attempt at com i 
classification, takes up seriatim the various classes of torts and states 
the law as to each. As an example of sound and careful treatment 
reference may be made to Chapter XIII., which is occupied with 
trespass to land and di i The torts here involved require 
an examination of the somewhat difficult notion of possession ; and, 
in a few pages, an irably clear and succinct account of the 
matter is given, in which the principles 
cases on which they depend are accurately stated. 
= and Re steeg mya P is the — _ which 

uties at ing to the use of pro and wi a 
manner the pm Nt distinguish between the cases where a ! 
bound, apart from any question of neglect, to insure the public from 
damage caused by dangerous things he may bring = >= land 
and those where actual negligence forms the basis of liability. 
to this latter they probably do wisely in not introducing any 
classification of degrees of negligence, and, indeed, the definition 
which they give almost precludes any such attempt. Thus, 
‘Negligence is the omission to take such care as, under 
circumstances, it is the 1} duty of a person to take 
(page 355), a slight expansion of Mr. Justice Willes’ pithy 
on ‘absence of care ing to the circumstances”: 
Vaughan v. Taff Vale Railway Co. (5 H. & N. 679, at p. 688). 
Hence, as anything which falls short of the care ——, in & 
ticular case amounts to negligence sufficient to found liability, — 
is no room to talk of gross negligence, except so far as this simply 
intimates that the degree of care required from the defendant 
small. It may be noted that the authors approve generally the ex- 
tensive proposition as to the nature of actionable negligence laid 
down by the Master of the Rolls in Heaven v. Pender (11 Q. B. 
509), at any rate so far as it is applied to cases of the class | 
under discussion. Chapter XVI, on misrepresentation, a 
before the decision of the House Moy Lords Ly yy hha te —_ 
remarks upon this are given in the appendix, an i 
to wm wah its effect and to some of the older cases which 
seem to be in conflict withit. Di ities will doubtless soon arise as 
to the extent to which the decision is to be carried, but it will haré 
be possible for the courts in future to i 
actionable as a tort, unless it involves 
The book is the outcome of sound knowledge and careful labour, and 
will be found valuable both for perusal and for reference. 
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CASES OF LAST SILIINGS. 


Court of Appeal, 


TUCKER v. THE NEW BRUNSWICK THADING CO. OF LONDON—No. 2, 
2nd April. 
Practics—InteRLocuToRY InsuncTION—UNDERTAKING BY PLAINTIFF AS 
vo Damaces—ExtTent or UNDBRTAKING—INJUNCTION GRANTED AS TO 
soME DgrENDANTS ONLY. 


A question arose in this case as to the extent of the undertaking as to 
which should be given by the plaintiff in an action as a condi- 
tion of his obtaining an interlocutory injunction—viz , whether, when the 
injunction extends to some only of the defendants, the undertaking ought 
to be entered into for the benefit of all the defendants. In Pemberton 
on Judgments (4th ed., p. 435) itis stated ‘‘the undertaking applies to 
all the defendants, although one or more only may be restrained.” In 
the present case the action was brought by a shareholder in the defend- 
ant company against that company, J. T. Matthews, Lamplough & Co., 
and the Bank of Montreal, claiming an injunction to restrain the N-w 
Branswick Co. from confirming at a general meeting of the shareholders 
to be held on the 7th of March, 1890, or at any adjourned or subsequent 
meeting, an agreement, dated the 26th of February, 1890, between C. E. 
Lamplough of the Ist part, J. T. Matthews of the 2nd part, Lamplough 
& Co. of the 3rd part, and the New Brunswick Co. of the 4th part, or 
another t of the same date between the New Brunswick Co. and 
Matthews. The plaintiff also claimed an injunction to restrain Matthews 
and the New Brunswick Co. from registericg either of the ments 
in Canada as a document affecting or dealing with any Jand belonging 
to the New Brunswick Co. in Canada. On the 6th of March the plain- 
tiff applied for an ¢zx parte injunction, but Chitty, J., refused 
the application, giving leave at the same time to serve 
short notice of motion. Notice was accordingly served on the 
New Brunswick Co. and on Matthews, and on the 7th of March the 
motion was brought on for hearing. Chitty, J., ordered it to stand over 
till the 14th of March, and granted an inéerim injunction, extending over 
that day, restraining the New Brunswick Co. from passing any resolu- 
tion approving or confirming cither of the above-mentioned agreements, 
without having previously obtained the consent of the Bank of Montreal 
was present on behalf of Matthews, and he asked for ‘‘ the usual 
as to damages” by the plaintiff. The plaintiff's counsel 
replied that the undertaking would, of course, be given. The order was 
drawn up by the registrar in the following terms :—“‘ The plaiatiff, by 
his counsel, undertaking to abide by any order this court may make as to 
in case the court shall hereafter be of opinion that the defend- 
ants, the New Brunswick Co., shall have sustained any by reason of this 
order which the plaintiffs ought to pay.’”” The point was raised before the 
registrar that the undertaking ought to extend to damages sustained by 
the defendant Matthews, but the registrar was of opinion that it ought 
not, and the order was pacsed and entered in the terms above stated. The 
motion came on for hearing again on the 14th of March, but no order was 
made upon it, a petition for the winding up of the New Brunswick Oo. 
been in the meantime presented. The defendants Matthews and 
Lamplough & Co. gave notice of appeal againet the order of the 7th of 
asking that the undertaking might not be limited as it was to 
sustained by the New Brunswick Oo., but that it might be 
so as to include damages sustained by the defendants Matthews 

and Lamplough & Co., or either of them. 
Tux Covrr (Corrox, Lixptey, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) held that the under- 
ought to be extended to da sustained by the defendant 
Matthews, because at the hearing “i motion oe poy dy counsel, in 
fact, gave an undertaking as to damages sustaine that defendant. 
Bat their lordships held that they could not extend the undertaking to 
damages sustained by Lamplovgh & Co, becaure, they not being present 
at the of the motion, no undertaking had been asked for on their 
- Probably, if they had applied to Chitty, J , before the order was 
and entered, the alteration which they desired might have been 
made by him. Their Loxpsurrs expreszed their approval of the above 
statement of the eral practice made by Mr. Pemberton.—Covunest, 
P. 8. Stokes; A. Young. Sorscrrons, Parker, Garrett, § Parker; Kearsey, 

Hawes, § Walsh. 
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ke CLOOK—No. 2, Ist April. 
Bicur or Arrzast—Prorare Action —‘' Non-contentiova Businres ’’—Ex 
PARTE ArrgAL—Arr.icaTion ron Grant op ADMINISTRATION —" Cxept- 


Ton ’—AGEEBMENT TO Leave Prorerty ny Wii—JvpicatvRe Act, 1873 
s. 19—B. 8. O., LVIII., 10. ; bien 


The question was raised in this case, whether there was avy right of 
appeal from the refusal by the Probate Division of an unopposed ap eation 


for a of administration to an intestate. The applicant claimed a 
grant in the character of 4 creditor of the deceased. She had cited all the 
next of kin, but none cf them had a The applicant alleged that 


F 


Pp ; 
intestate had d that, if she would live in his house as his adopted 

he leave her by his will all his property afcer psyment of 
and that she, on the faith of this agreement, had lived A is house 


1 
#! 


ewe. _— was no allegation of any written agreement, and the 


agreement was not very satisfactory. Reliance was 
on Patch v. Shore (2 Dr. & S. 589) as shewing that the agreement 
sufficient to constitute the applicant a creditor of the intestate. In 

however, 2 deed of covenant had been executed, Butt, J., held 
the alleged agreement was proved, but that it did not constitute the 
& creditor of the intestate, and he declined to grant admivistra- 


I 


REE 


applicant 








tion. The applicant appealed ex parte. On the opening of the appeal the 
court that the order sauee from rt, = ane Sil wh a busi- 
ness” within the meaning of the Probate Court Act of 1857 and the Rules 
of 1862, and that, consequently, there was no right of appeal. It was 
urged that the right of appeal was not limited to ‘‘ contentious” business, 
and, moreover, that this was really ‘‘ contentious’’ business, for, though 
there was no hostile party, there was a contest with the court as to a point 
of law. Ultimately 

Tue Court (Corron, Linpiey, and Lorszs, L.JJ.) held that, whether 
this was ‘‘ contentious’ or ‘‘ non-contentious ’’ business, a right of ap 
was given by section 19 of the Judicature Act, 1873, which provides that 
the Court of Appeal ‘‘ shall have jurisdiction and power to hear and deter- 
mine appeals from any judgment or order, save as hereinafter mentioned, 
of her Majesty’s High Court of Justice, or of any judges or judge thereof.”’ 

The appeal was then heard on its merits, and 

Tue Oovrt held that there was no agreement proved sufficient to con- 
stitute the applicant a creditor. There was nothing more than a promise, 
which was nudum pactum The appeal was, therefore, dismissed.—Oovn- 
SEL, G. Henderson. Soutcitor, J. J. Winser. 


SIBUN v. PEARCE AND THE EAST DULWICH 295th STARR-BOWKEIT 
BUILDING SOCIETY—No, 2, 27th March. 


Buizpinc Socrstry—‘‘ Instrument or Disso.vution ’—Va.ipiry —WItTH- 
DRAWING Memper—CentiricaTge OF ReGistRATION—BvuILDING Soctgties 
Act, 1874, ss. 20, 32. 


This was an appeal by the defendants from a decision of North, J. 
(ante, p. 252), the question being, whether the plaintiff (who was a 
member of the defendant building society, and who had given notice of 
withdrawal) and other. withdrawing members of the society, not having 
been repaid the amounts of their respective subscriptions, were still mem- 
bers for the purpose of ascertaining whether an ‘‘ instrument of dissolu- 
tion *’ of the society had been duly signed in accordance with section 32 
of the Building Societies Act, 1874. North, J., granted an injunction to 
restrain the society and its directors from acting upon an instrament of 
dissolution of the society, on the ground that the statutory number of 
members had not signed it. This depended on whether members who 
had given notices of withdrawal ought to be taken into account in 
estimating the majority of members who had signed the instrument as 
required by section 32 of the Building Societies Act, 1874. By that sec- 
tion it is provided that ‘‘a society under this Act may terminate or be 
dissolved (inter alia) (1) upon the happening of any event declared by its 
rules to be the termination of the society; (2) by dissolution in manner 
prescribed by its rules; (3) by dissolution with the consent of three- 
fourths of the members, holding not less than two-thirds of the number 
of shares in the society, testified by their signatures to the instrument of 
dissolution. The instrument of dissolution and all alterations 
therein shall be registered in the manner provided for the registration of 
the rules, and ehall be bindivg upon all the members of the society.”’ 
The rules of the society provided that a member wishing to withdraw 
from the society should give three months’ notice in writing of his wish 
to receive back the subscriptions standing to his credit, less unpaid fines 
and 1s. 3d. per annum for working expenses. The rules also provided 
that, in case of loss to the society, the withdrawing member should bear 
his proportion of the loss if it happened previous to notice of withdrawal, 
and that members having given notice of withdrawal ‘‘shall, from the 
date of such notice, cease to take part in the affairs of the society.’’ In 
the present case the number of members of the society who had not given 
notice of withdrawal was seventy-four, and fifty-seven of them had signed 
the instrument of dissolution. None of the withdrawing members had 
signed it. If those persons ought to have been taken into account as 
members the statutory majority had not been obtained. The instrument 
of dissolution had been registered under the Act, and a certificate of 
registration had been given by the registrar. Section 20 of the Act pro- 

s that ‘‘ any certificate of incorporation or of registration, or other docu- 
ment relating to a society under this Act, purporting to be signed by the 
registrar, shall, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, be received by 
the court and all courts of law and equity and elsewhere, without proof 
of the signature.” The plaintiff brought the action on behalf of himself 
and all the other members of the society. It was contended on behalf of 
the defendants (the society and its directors) that, on the true construc- 
tion of the rules, members who had given notice of withdrawal ceased to 
be members at the latest three months after the notice, or that, at any rate, 
ps A ceased to have a voice in the management of the affairs of the 

ety, erg hee — of an instrument of dissolution. It was 
also contended that the certificate of the registration of the instrument 
was conclusive as to its validity. North, J., held, on the construction of 
the rules, that a member who had given notice of withdrawal did not 
cease to be a member till he had been paid off. In his opinion the rule 
which provided that such members should not take part in the affairs of 
the society shewed that they were still members subject to that diequali- 
fication. If they were not members, that rule would have no meaning. 
And the certificate of registration could not make valid an instrument of 
dissolution which was not valid under the Act, “ 


Tar Court (Corton, Linpiey, and Lorzs, L.JJ.), affirmed the decision. 
Corron, L J., said that the argument was. that the provision in the rules, 
that members who had given notice of withdrawal should, from the date 
of such notice, cease to take part in the effairs of the society, prevented 
their being members of the society for the purpose of estimating the 
majority of signatures to an instrument of dissolution, In his lordship’s 

it did not; but, on the contrary, the rule was rather against that 
. It meant that, after giving notice of withdrawal, a member should 
cease to take part in tho affairs of the society as a going concern; not 
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that he should be prevented from shewing his aseent to a dissolution of 
the society by executing the instrument of dissolution. Shewing assent 
to a dissolution was not taking part in the affairs of the society, 
but was doing something which the Act uired should be done 
if the society was to be dissolved. In his lordship’s opinion the 
members who had given notice of withdrawal were still members, 
and it could not be said that they were not to be taken into 
account in determining whether the instrument of dissolution had been 
signed by the requisite number of members. The only case cited which 
appeared at all to support the appellants’ contention was Re The Sheffield 
and South Yorkshire Permanent Building Society (22 Q. B. D. 470), but that 
case really dealt with an entirely different point. Linpiey, L.J., had 
no doubt that the decision of North, J., was right. In the instrument of 
dissolution the term ‘‘ member’? appeared to be used sometimes in one 
sense and sometimes in another. It was not consistent. The rules were 
made under section 16 of the Act of 1874. The Act gave no definition of 
the term “‘ member,’’ leaving it to be determined by the rules themselves. 
The rules might be construed by reference to the Act of Parliament, but 
the Act could not be construed by reference to the rules. But his lord- 
ship did not think that there was, in fact, any conflict between them. 
What was the position of a member who had given notics of withdrawal, 
but had not been paid off? Was he a ‘‘member” or a “creditor?” 
His lordship thought the proper definition was ‘‘member who had given 
notice of withdrawal, but had not been paid.’? But did such a person 
cease to be a member? His lordship thought not. In the present case a 
withdrawing member was, by the rule, not to take part in the affairs of 
the society ; but that did not mean that he ceased to be a member. It 
meant that he was no longer to take part in the affairs of the society as a 
going concern. If the rule meant more, it was in conflict with the 
statute. But his lordship did not think that it did mean more than that. 
Had, then, tbe dissolution been consented to by ‘‘ three-fourths of the 
members, holding not lees than two-thirds of the number of shares in the 
society’? Certainly not. It was said that it had been decided that 
withdrawivg members of a building society were no longer members, and 
reference was made to Re The Sheffield and South Yorkshire Permanent 
Building Society. That case did not apply to the present case. Walker v. 
The General Mutuol Building Society (36 Ch. D. 777) was in accordance 
with the view now taken by this court. Lorszs, L.J., concurred.— 
Covunset, Napier Higgins, Q0., and Bramwell Davis ; Cozens-Hardy, QC, 
and Farwell. Soxictrors, Savery § Stevens ; Crawford § Chester. 


EDDOWES v. THE ARGENTINE LOAN AND MERCANTILE AGENCY CO.— 
No, 2, 26th March. 


Practice—Taxkina AFFIDAVIT OFF Fite ror IrREGULARITY—Derecr IN 
JuRAT—OMISSION OF WoRDs ‘‘ BEFORE mME’’—Power or Covrt To Re- 
ceive Arripavit—R. 8. C., XXXVIIL., 14. 


A question arose in this case as to the power of the court to receive an 
affidavit the jurat to which was defective in not stating that the 
affidavit had been sworn ‘‘ before’? the person who had signed the 
jurat. The appeal was from the refusal by Kekewich, J., of an applica- 
tion by the defendants to take off the file an affidavit made by the plain- 
tiff on the ground of irregularity. The affidavit was made by the plain- 
tiff in answer to interrogatories delivered by the defendants for her ex- 
amination. The plaintiff resided in the Argentine Republic. The prin- 
cipal irregularity was in the form of the jurat, which was as follows:— 
‘*Sworn at Rosario de Santa Fé, Argentine Republic, in the British 
Vice-Consulate, this 20'h day of January, 1890.—(Signed) H. M. Matuert, 
British Vice-Consul.’’ The seal of the vice-consul was appended. The 
objection was, that the words ‘‘ before me’’ ought to have been inserted 
in the jurat, and that their omission was fatal to the reception of the affi- 
davit, because there was nothing on the face of it to shew that it was 
duly sworn before a person authorized to administer oaths. Rule 6 of 
order 38 of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, provides that affi- 
davits in causes or matters depending in the High Oourt may be sworn 
and taken before any of ber Majesty’s consuls or vice-consuls in any 
foreign oe out of her Majesty's dominions, and that the judges and 
other officers of the High Oourt shall take judicial notice of the seal or 
signature of any such consul or vice-consul attached, appended, or sub- 
scribed to any such affidavits. Rule 14 provides—‘' The court or a judge 
may receive any affidavit sworn for the purpose of being used in any 
cause or matter, notwithstanding any defect by misdescription of parties 
or otherwise in the title or jurat, or apy other irregularity in 
the form thereof, and may direct a memorandum to be made 
on the document that it has been so received.’”” The Commis- 
sioners for Oaths Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. c. 10), provides by sec- 
tion 3 (1) that ‘‘any oath or affidavit required for the purpose of any 
court or matter in England . . . may be taken or made in any 
place out of Kngland before any person having authority to administer 
an oath in that place,”’ By section 5, ‘‘ Every commisssioner, before 
whom any oath or affidavit is taken or made under this Act, shall etate 
truly in the jurat or attestation at what place and on what date the oath or 
affidavit is taken or made.’’ By section 6, ‘' (1) Every British ambassador 
- » » @nd every British consul-general, consul, vice-consul, acting- 
consul, pro-consul, and consular agent - functions in any 
foreign place may, in that country or place, administer any oath and take 
avy affidavit, and aleo do any notarial act which one neler public can do 
within the United Kingdom; and every oath, affidavit, and notarial act 
administered, sworn, or done by or before any such person shall be as 
effectual as if duly adminis , sworn, or done by or before any lawful 


an oath, in testimony of any oath, affidavit, or act being administered, 
tte or tor the seal od Sh 
proof of the or e or of that 
or of the official character of that person.” section 7, «Whoever 
wilfully and corruptly swears falsely in any or affidavit taken or 
made in accordance with the secon of te O56, eS ey 
jury in every case where if he 80 sworn in a judicial proceeding 
a court of competent jurisdiction he would be guilty of 
Tue Court (Corron, Lixpiey, and Lorzs, L33.), decision. 

Corron, L.J., thought it would have been better if the jurat to the affidavit 
had, in accordance with the ordinary form, contained the words ‘‘ sworn 
before me.” But, in his opinion, rule 14 was intended to cover such a 
case of omission, if the court was satisfied that the affidavit had in fact 
been sworn before the person hefore whom it to have been sworn. 
In the present case the affidavit not only bore the signature of the vice- 
consul, but his initials in the same handwriting (which was a very peculiar 
one) were appended to a number of alterations in the hody of the affidavit, 
and, moreover, a number of blanks in the affidavit were filled up in the 
same handwriting. His lordship had no hesitation in saying that he was 
satisfied that the affidavit was sworn before the vice-consul, and that it had 
been pt pd placed on the file and ought to remain there. Liypuey, 
L.J., said that, though the vice-consul omitted from the jurat the 
words ‘‘sworn before me,” the original affidavit bore indications that 
had looked through it with t attention. It was suggested that 
affidavit might possibly have sworn before the vice-consul’s clerk. No 
— v4 might. _ —_ om the ne meg he a's ? at my ng 

ro ity was in favour o eye been y done. 
Ro doubt in some old cases in courts of common law 
had been cited affidavits had been rejected on a similar ground 
and a vast amount of injustice had been caused in that way. 
was to cure this evil that rule 14 was framed; it was addressed 
this very thing. It had nothing to do with criminal procedure. 
was this omission from the jurat but a ‘‘defect or irregularity in 
form’”’ of the jurat? Tnere was not the slightest reason to suppose th 
there had been any defect in fact. The rule was intended to meet this 
very kind of defect, and it gave the judge a discretion as to receiving the 
affidavit. In his lordsbip’s opinion, the discretion had been rightly 
exercised here. Lorzs, L.J., was of opinion that rule 14 covered this case, 
when the circumstances connected with the affidavit were considered. 
The meaning of the rule was, that confidence was to be reposed in 
judges as to the reception of affidavits, when they were of opinion 
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defects in them were not of substance. Their Lorpsurrs added that the 
words ‘‘sworn before me’’ ought y to have been inserted in the 
jurat.—Coonsgt, Channell, Q.C, and Glenn; Warmington, QO., and 


O. L:igh Ciare. Soxicrrors, Hursell § Mayo ; Wynne, Holme, ¢ Wynne. 


GARRARD v. EDGE—No. 2, 20th March. 


Costs—Taxation—‘' Impropgr, Vexatious, ok Unngogssary Procerspiye”’ 
—Costs occasIONED TO OTHER Party—Parsnt Acrion—ParricuLars 
or Onsections—No CegrtiricaTs Given sy JupGe—Paregnts, Dezsrans, 
anp Trapg-Maxks Acr, 1883, s. 29 (6)—R. 8. C., 1883, LXV., 27, sun- 
RULES, 20, 21. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Key, J. (ante, p. 267), the ques- 
tion raised being on the construction of sub-rule 20 of rule 27 of order 
65 of the R. S. O., 1883, which provides that ‘‘the court or judge 7 
at the hearing of any cause or matter, or upon any application or 
ing in any cause or matter in court or at chambers, and whether 
is al or not, direct the costs of any indorsement on a writ of 
summons, pleading, summons . . . or other posgeees | or any 
thereof, which is improper, vexatious, unnecessary, or contains waniens 
or unnecessary matter, or is of unnecessary length, or caused by miscon 
duct or negligence, to be disallowed, or may direct the taxing officer to 
look into the same and to disallow the costs thereof, or of such part 
thereof as he shall find to be improper, unnecessary, vexatious, or to con- 
tain unnecessary matter, or to be of unnecessary length, or caused by 
misconduct or negligence ; and in such Sy whose costs are so 
disallowed shall pay the costs y to the other parties 
and in any case where such question shall not have been 
dealt with by the court or judge, it shall be the duty of 
to look into the same (and, as to evidence, although 
entered as read in the decree or order) for the purpose 
thereupon the same consequences shall ensue as if he 
directed to do so." And, by sub-rule 2i, ‘‘ia any case in 
the last ing regulation, or any other rule of court, 
or direction of a court or judge, or otherwise, a party enti 
costs is liable to pay costs to any other , the 
the costs such party is so liable to pay, and may 
of deduction or set-off.” In the 
restrain the defendant from i 
the patent, and Ke delivered particulars of objection. 
the patent, an e jon. 
action was dismissed with costs, simply on the nye 
no infringement of the patent. The court decl 
tion of the validity of the patent. The plaintiff 
to meet the defendant's objections to the validi 
defendant did not at the trial obtain, or indeed 
the judge, under sub-scction 6 of section 29 of the 
as to entitle him to the costs of his particulars of objection. 
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authority in any part of the United Kingdom. (2%) Any document 
porting ¥o have affixed, impressed, or ~~ & deren or thereto’ the 
seal and signature of any person authorized by this section to administer 
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om, or to have been reasonable and proper, without regard to the 
costs of the case.’? Upon the taxation of the costs under the 
udgment the defendant claimed the costs of his particulars of objections, 

t the taxing master, without considering the propriety of the items or 
looking iato them at all, struck them all out, on the ground that no certifi- 
cate had been given by the judge under sub-section 6. The plaintiff carried 
in a bill of costs occasioned by his having had to meet the defendant’s par- 
ticulars of objections to the patent, and asked that those costs might be 
taxed and set off against the costs payable by him to the defendant, on the 
ground that the particulars of objections were ‘improper, vexatious, or 
unnece:  cayrers oll within sub-rule 20, and that it was therefore 
the duty of the taxing master to look into the matter, and to tax against 
the defendant the plaintiff’s costs occasioned by those proceedings. 
The taxing master refused to tax this bill, and disallowed it altogether, 
on the ground that this provision of sub-rule 20 applies only when the 
costs of any proceedings have been disallowed on the ground that they 
were “‘improper, vexatious, or unnecessary,” and that here the defend- 
ant’s costs of the particulars of objections had not been disallowed on that 
ground, but merely because he had not obtained a certificate under sub- 
section 6 of section 29. Kay, J., agreed with the view of the taxing 
master. He thought that it was, undersub-rule 20, a condition precedent 
to the allowance to a party of the costs occasioned to him by a proceeding 
of his opponent, that the opponent's costs of that proceeding should have 
been disallowed on the ground that that proceeding was ‘‘ improper, 
vexatious, or unneccesary.”’ 

Tue Court (Corron, Linp.ry, and Lorss, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Corton, L.J., thought that Kay, J., had put the right construction on 
sub-rule 20. It was true that the rule empowered the taxing master of 
his own motion, if upon taxation he found that any proceedings taken 
by the party whose costs he was taxing were ‘‘improper, vexatious, or 
unnecessary,’’ to disallow the costs of those proceedings, and in that case 
the party whose costs were thus disallowed would have to pay 
the cosets occasioned to his opponent by the proceeding, yet the 
disallowance of the costs of the proceeding on the ground that 
it was ‘‘ improper, vexatious, or unnecessary ’’ was a condition precedent 
to the taxing master’s entering into the question what costs ought to be 
paid to the opposite party by reason of the improper proceeding. It was 

ed that the absence of the judge’s certificate under section 29 shewed 
of itself that the defendant's particulars of objections were ‘‘ improper, 
vexatious, or unnecessary.”” His lordship could not agree to that. Sec- 
tion 29 said that, if the defendant did not obtain a certificate from the 
jadge that his particulars of objection had been reasonable and proper. he 
should not be allowed any costs in respect thereof. But the object of that 
provision was entirely different from the object of sub-rule 20. It did 
not follow that, because a certificate was not granted under section 29, the 
c2sts not allowed of the particulars must be considered to have been costs 
of an “improper, vexatious, or unnecessary '’ proceeding within sub-rule 
20. In his lordship’s opinion the plaintiff took the wrong course for 
obtaining the costs occasioned to him by the defendant's particulars of 
objections. He ought to have asked the judge at the trial to direct the 
taxing master to inquire whether any of the proceedings taken by the 
defendant were ‘‘ improper, vexatious, or unnecessary ’’ ; sub-rule 20 gave 
the judge power to do that. If the costs of a party did not come before 
* the taxing master for taxation, he could not enter into the question 
whether any of the proceedings taken by that party had been “im- 
proper, vexatious, or unnecessary.”” If the plaintiff thought that 
he had been put to unnecessary costs, by reason of the defendant 
having taken improper or vexatious objections to the patent, he 
could have asked the judge to direct the taxing master to inquire 
into the matter, and to order that the plaintiff should be paid by the 
defendant the costs occasioned to him by such objections, In the absence 
of any direction of the judge, it was the duty of the taxing master to look 
into the aw of those proceedings only the costs of which he was 
, the present case, owing to the course which had been taken, 
the coste of the defendant’s particulars of objections never came before 
the taxing master for taxation in such a sense that he could inquire into 
the reasonableness or propriety of the objections. Linpiey, L J., said 
that there was a difficulty in applying sub-rule 20, which was expressed 
in general terms, to the case of a patent action, in which the costs of par- 
ticulars of objections had been separately dealt with by section 29 of the 
Patents Act. His lordship was not prepared to say that the view of the 
construction of sub-rule 20 which had been taken by the taxing master, 
by Kay, J., and by Cotton, L.J., was not correct, though he had felt 
some doubt about it. The course which Cotton, L.J., had indicated asthe 
right one to be taken by the plaintiff had this advantage, that the judge 
would know all about the circumstances of the case, whereas the taxing 
master would not. Lorzs, L.J., concurred.—Oovnert, Marten, Q O., and 
Bwinfen Eady ; Aston, Q.C., and Chadwyck-Healey. Soric.rons, Francis § 
Johnson ; Robinson, Preston, & Stow. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re OLIVE’S ESTATE—North, J., 22nd March. 

Pcetic Bopy—Computsory Pcrcnase or LANp—Payment or Purcuase- 
mOonEY InTO Oovurt—Pertition ror Payment ovr—MonrtTGAGE CREATED 
arren Payment 1x—Oosts or Apprarance or Mortroacrr—Lanps 
Cravses Oonsoripation Act, 1845, s. 80. 


This was a petition for the payment out of court, to the persons 
absolutely en thereto, of money psid in by the Corporation of 


as the purchase-money of land which they had taken under 
their compulsory powers, 


the Lands Clauses Consolidation Acts being 








incorporated with their special Act. The land was vested in a trustee, 
upon trust for a tenant for life, with remainder for such of her children 
as should attain twenty-one, as tenants in common in fee. The trustee 
had no power of sale. The property having been conveyed to the 
corporation, and the tenant for life having died, her surviving children, 
who had all attained twenty-one, petitioned for payment of the mouey 
to them. Since the money had been paid into court two of the children 
had mortgaged their reversionary interests init. The mortgagees were 
served with the petition. One of them appeared by the petitioners’ 
counsel; the other appeared independently by counsel. The question 
was, whether the corporation were bound to pay the costs of the appear- 
ance of the mortgagees, or either of them. The counsel for the corpora- 
tion relied upon Re Gough's Trusts (24 Ch. D. 569) and Re Jones’ Trust 
Estate (18 W. R 312) as shewing that the corporation were not liable to 
pay the costs of mortgagees whose security came into existence after the 
compulsory purchase. And it was urged that, at any rate, the mortgagees 
were not entitled to more than 42s, for their costs. 


Norrn, J., held that the mortgagee who appeared by separate counsel 
was entitled to have his costs of appearance paid by the corporation, but 
that his costs must be limited to 42s. There was nothing vexatious in his 
separate appearance; it was a bond fide appearance. Eden v. Thompson (2 
H. & M. 9) was precisely in point. In that case Wood, V.C., said:— 
‘* Persons whose estates are taken by railway companies or other such 
bodies, under compulsory powers given to them for their own benefit or 
the benefit of the parties whom they represent, are entitled to deal with 
their estates to suit their own convenience, not that of the company; and 
if it happens in the course of such dealing that a suit is instituted, not 
being litigation properly so called, but merely administration, or some such 
similar proceeding under the direction of the court, it will follow, as of 
course, thst the company (except in cases of vexatious or wanton proceed. 
ings, of which the court would take special notice, and with which it 
would know how to deal when they came before it), would have to pay 
the costs of all necessary parties occasioned, not by any particular adverse 
claims, but by the ordinary course of dealing with property. This prin- 
ciple clearly covers a case of mortgage, and would provide for the pay- 
ment of all the ordinary costs of mortgagor and mortgagee, so long as there 
was no suit to set aside the mortgage or other contract of that nature 
between the parties.” The latter part of that passage dealt with a case 
exactly like the present case, and, indeed, the passage throughout was 
dealing with acase in pari materid —that is, with proceedings taken after the 
payment of the money into court. The Oourt of Appeal, in Re Bareham 
(17 Ch. D. 329), took exactly the same view, and so did Kay, J., in Re 
Brooshooft’s Settlement (42 Oh. D. 250). It was true Kay, J., was as 
not with the case of a mortgage, but with the case of a settlement, mi 
after the payment into court, but he stated the principle which was ap- 

licable to both cases. He said: ‘‘T have been referred to certain cases 
in which a man has mortgaged his property after the land had been 
taken and the money paid into court, and the court has refused to give 
two sets of costs—viz , those of mortgagor and mortgagee. But it seems 
even there there are decisions both ways. If I had to decide it myself, I 
should say again I do not see why the company ought not to pay the costs 
both of mortgagor and mortgagee. When they take a man’s land com- 
pulsorily, they know there is always a chance of his dealing with it so as 
to increase the cost of getting the money paid out. Ido not know why 
the compulsory action of the railway company should throw an increase of 
the costs ona man who did not part with his property willingly, but 
under the stress of the Act of Parliament.’’ There were other 
cases to the same effect. Two cases contrary to these were relied 
on. One was Re Jones’ Trust Estate (18 W. R. 312), before James, 
V.0., but it was so shortly reported that his lordship did not 
understand the ground of the decision. There might have been 
special circumstances which did not appear in the report. The 
other case was Re Gough's Trusts. In that case a railway company 
had taken some settled fand during a tenancy for life, and afterwards 
some of the persons entitled in remainder mortgaged their shares in the 
purchase-money which had been paid into court. Upon a petition, after 
the death of the tenant for life, for payment of the money out of court, 
the mortgagees were served, and Bacon, V.O., held that the company were 
not liable to pay their costs. His lordship did not understand the case, 
for, according to the report, the costs in question were not the costs of 
the petition, but the costs of proving the mortgages. His lordship did 
not see how the money could have been paid out without proving the 
mortgages. But the Vice-Chancellor said: ‘‘ The company have nothing 
to do with costs as between mortgagor and mortgagee; I refer especially 
to cases of a mortgage made after the money has been paid into court. The 
practice as laid down by the more recent authorities seems to be that, after 
the payment of the purchase-money into court, there is an end of liability on 
the part of the company to costs occasioned by dealings with the fund by 
the owners themselves. The company must not be ordered to pay more 
than the Act of Parliament says they shall pay, and the costs which they 
are liable to pay are not to be increased by any adverse litigation, or by 
any subsequent matters of account as between the persons entitled.’’ His 
lordship could not regard this case as a binding authority. Section 80 of 
the Lands Olauses Consolidation Act expressly excepted the costs ‘‘ occa- 
sioned by ~— between adverse claimants” from the costs which the 
company or body who had taken the land was liable to pay, but there 
was no exception of the costs of ‘‘subsequent matters of account as 
between the persons entitled.’” This case was inconsistent with both 
earlier and later authorities. The mortgagees had been properly served, 
and the mortgagee who appeared by separate counsel must have his costs 
of appearance from the corporation, but the costs must be limited to 42s. 
The corporation must also pay the costs of serving the mortgagees. His 
lordship declinei to give any special direction as to the costs of the 
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mortgagee who appeared by the petitioners’ counsel.—CounsEL, Micklem ; 
Farwell ; Egerton Brydges. Soxrcrrors, Waterhouse, Wéinterbotham, ¢§ 
Harrison ; Mear § Fowler ; Peacock § Goddard. 


TUSSAUD v. TUSSAUD—Stirling, J., 2nd April. 
Company—INJUNCTION—NAME CALCULATED TO DECEIVE. 


This was a motion to restrain the defendant, Mr. Louis J. Tussaud, 
from registering a company under the name of Louis Tussaud (Limited). 
The plaintiffs were Madame Tussaud & Sons (Limited), the — pro- 

rietors of the waxwork exhibition originally established by Madame 

ussaud. The defendant was the son of one of the previous proprietors 
of the business, and had learned from him the art of modelling in wax. 
The defendant had formed a company to open an exhibition of waxworks, 
of which he was to have the management. In the prospectus of the 
company it was stated that the exhibition to be established by the com- 
pany was a ‘‘new exhibition similar in many respects to, but having no 
connection with,’”’ that carried on by the plaintiffs. The defendant was 
to have 2,500 fully paid-up shares in the company, and was to act as its 
manager and modeller. He had never carried on any exhibition business 
himself. 

Srreiinc, J., said there could be no doubt that the name of the new 
company was sufficiently like that of the old company to be calculated to 
deceive. If persons having no claim to use the name of Tussaud estab- 
lished a company under the proposed name, it was clear that they would 
be restrained. The question here was, whether the defendant, who bore 
the name of Tussaud, was equally liable to be restrained. No doubt he 
might have established a business of this kind in his own name ; he might 
also have taken partners into his business and carried it on under the name 
of Louis Tussaud & Co. Having commenced the business on his own 
account, he might sell it, with the right to use the name, to individuals 
or toacompany. But he could not confer on another the right to use the 
name in connection with a business he had never himself carried on. 
Nor did it make any difference that the sale was to be made to a com- 
any which was to employ the defendant as a salaried servant. The 
njunction must, therefore, be granted.—OounseL, Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., 
Buckley, Q.C., and Wace ; Graham Hastings, QO., A. d B. Terrell, and 

H. P. Wilkinson. Soutcrrors, B. F. § H. Landon; Terrell, Atkinson, § 
Winstanley. 


JONES v. THE RHONDDA AND SWANSEA BAY RAILWAY CO. AND 
YOCKNEY—Stirling, J., 1st April. 


InjUNCTION TO RESTRAIN ARBITRATION—Misconpuct or ARBITRATOR. 


This was a motion for an injunction to restrain the defendant company 
from obtaining, and the defendant Yockney from giving, any award or 
certificate in relation to matters in dispute under a certain contract of the 
24th of March, 1883. The contract was between the plaintiff, who was a 
contractor, and the company for the construction of a line of railway with- 
in a period of three years, which was subsequently extended to the 31st of 
July, 1889; and it was provided that if the work was not completed with- 
in that period the company might determine the contract, and take 
possession of the works, plant, and materials. It was further provided 
that any dispute should be referred to the decision of the company’s 
engineer (who was the defendant Yockney), and that his award should be 
binding on all parties. The work was not finished on the 3lst of July, 
1889, and on the 9th of September following the company served notice 
on the plaintiff that they determined the contract, and shortly afterwards 
they took possession of the works and re-let the contract to another con- 
tractor. It was alleged that the defendant Yockney had conducted him- 
self so unfairly as to render himself incapable of discharging the judicial 
funttions of an arbitrator. : 

STIRLING, J., at the court had power by injunction to restrain 
an arbitrator from making an award, but the ground on which it would 
interfere to grant euch relief was misconduct on the part of the arbitrator. 
In the present case the plaintiff had bound himself to accept the decision 
of a person who was in the position of servant to the company. So long, 
therefore, as the conduct on the part of Yockney which was complained of 
was no more than that which he was bound to do in the fulfilment of 
his duty as engineer to the ye the plaintiff could not complain. It 
might, however, be that he had been guilty of such unfair conduct as 
would incapacitate him from acting as a n whose decisions were bind- 
ing on the plaintiff. His lordship went through the evidence, which was 
voluminous and conflicting, and came to the conclusion that the plaintiff 
had not so clearly shewn that Yockney had been guilty of unfair conduct 
as would justify the granting of an injunction.—CounsrL, Moulton, Q.O., 
and Farwell; Rigby, Q.O., Hastings, Q.C., and F. Thompson; Sturges, 
Soricrrors, Mackerel, Maton, § Godlse; Tamplin, Tayler, § Joseph; Wain- 
wright § Baillie. 


Re THE METROPOLITAN COAL CONSUMERS’ ASSOCIATION (LIM ), GRIEB’S 
CASE—Kekewich, J., 1st April. 


Practics—Costs—TAaxaTION—SEPARATE PROCEEDINGS BY THE SAME Soricr- 
tor—R. 8S. C, LXV., 27 (8)—Aprrznprx N, 


Summons to review taxation. Wainwright, Thursby, and Grieb, three 
shareholders in the association, brought separate actions to have their 
names removed from the register of shareholders. The same solicitor an¢ 
counsel acted for the plaintiff in each action. Wainwright’s action was 
decided firet, and it was arranged that the evidence taken in that action 
should be used in the other two, which subsequently came on and were 
decided on the same day, judgment being given for the applicant in each 
case with costs. Thursby’s costs were taxed in the usual way, and the 


petition, which had been 
Railway Co. (11 W. R. 856) was cited, and it was contended that the 
damages were too remote. 


disallowed a number of items in the latter, on the d that the two 
actions were similar, and that duplicate copies of the documents and 
evidence ought not to have been prepared, and he therefore struck out the 
charges for all copies which had already been allowed in Thursby’s bill, 
and he reduced couneel’s fees. 

Kexewicu, J., said that there had been a miscarriage of justice. The 
client was entitled to say that he would have his case taken into court in 
the best possible way, with briefs and evidence complete, and to have the 
full benefit of his solicitor’s experience. If that was a proper view for 
the client to take, the solicitor must be entitled to be for work done 
under those instructions, and if he did the same thing for another client 
he ought to be paid by him too. It was said that these cases were so 
much alike that one governed the other, but they were cases of fraud, 
and it did not follow that evidence which would be conclusive in one 
case would be conclusive in the other; and, if so, the defendants — 
to have agreed to be bound by the first action. The solicitor was entit 
to be remunerated as if Grieb had been his only client. On the question 
of counsel’s fees, his lordship could not help seeing that the taxing master 
had reduced them on the ground that the cases were similar and came on 
together, and he did not think that was right. Counsel ought to have 
proper briefs. He should refer the whole bill back for taxation with the 
direction that, except as regards attendances or other matters which were 
or ought to have been done at one and the same timein both actions, 
the plaintiff's solicitor was entitled to charge in this action as if he had 
not been engaged in Thursby’s action. Summons allowed. The appli- 
cant to have his costs in any event.—CounseL, George White; Quinn. 
Sorrcrrors, W. A. Colyer ; Luml-y § Lumley. 





County Courts. 


SHACKLETON v. THE GREAT SORTHERN RAILWAY CO.—Halifax, 
2nd April. 


Non-petivery ry Tie ror Comprtition at SHow—Specrat Damacra, 


This was an action brought by John Shackleton, a pigeon fancier and 
exhibitor, to recover damages for a breach of contract entered into by the 
defendant company to carry and deliver fifteen pigeons which were to 
have competed for prizes at a show held at Cleator Moor, in Cumberland. 
on the 29th and 30th of November last. It was stated for the plaintiff 
that, according to the evidence which was to be called, it would appear 
that the plaintiff, in dispatching the hampers containing the pi 5 
directed the attention of the booking clerk to the fact that they must be 
delivered by eight o’clock the next morning or they would be too late for 
the competition, and also drew his attention to a statement to this effect 
printed on the labels. The special contract thus entered into was, how- 
ever, broken, and the parcels were not delivered until 1.30, by which 
time the prizes had been awarded. The claim includell £7 15s. for prizes 
which would have been awarded to the plaintiff's exhibits if they had 
arrived in time. Simpson v. London and North-Western Railway Co. (24 
W. R. 294) was relied on. For the plaintiff the judge at the show was 
called, who said that a fortnight after it was held he had inspected the 
plaintiff's birds, and, after carefully examining them, concluded that if 
they had been in time to compete he would have awarded him prizes to 
the amount named. It appeared that a number of the birds were prize- 
winners, several having won many prizes. For the defence witnesses were 
called denying the special contract, and shewing that it was impossible 
for the birds to have arrived at 8 a.m., though it appeared that, if sent 
by the quickest route, they might have arrived in time for the com- 
elayed. Hales v. London and North-Western 


His Honour Judge Heaton Capman held the special contract proved, 


but declined to accept the evidence of the judge at the show, who had had 
no a of comparing the plaintiff's birds with the other exhibits 
side 


the expenses of 
costs.—Soxtcrrors, J. F. Hirst (Humphreys ¢ Hirst), Halifax ; Nelson, Barr, 


& Nelson, Leeds. 


y side. He 


gave judgment for the plaintiff for the entry money, 
7 a Is. in of each of his exhibits, with 








COUNTY COURT REFORM. 


Ar the annual meeting of the London Chamber of Commerce (Sir John 
Lubbock in the chair), Mr. F. K. Munton } at some length on the 
desirability of the chamber acting in con 

Society whenever legal reforms were contemplated. He called atten! 

to the discussion at the 1889 meeting of the country delegates held at the 
Hotel Metropole, and to the pro 

the county courts in the first instance 
and argued that any such step would be disastrous to 
those tribunals unless the machinery was first 

It was common knowled 
attendant upon the additional jurisdiction created by the Act of 1888 
had become serious. h 
secretary to the Law Society’s special County Court Committee, to collect 
and minutely examine the statisti 

ascertained that the increase of 
the High Court amounted to no less than sixty per cent. over 1838, 
was to say, — ee whey 
annum since the ct, as against 
old jurisdiction. It was to be remembered that these remitted isques 


with the Incorporated Law 
tion 


there considered for throwing open 
to all cases, irre: ve of amount ; 
@ normal work of 


adequately 
that the block in the metropolitan courts 


He (Mr. Munton) had had 


ics for the past , and it had 
work as cinende lavnea neuniited 


oe ore neon 





solicitor then brought in Grieb’s bill for taxation, The taxing master 
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mostly meant real trials, some of them extending to great length. Theree 
was no complaint as to the "mode in which the cases were heard—tht 
metropolitan judges as atbody being able men—but in one court, a 
least, the poorer suitors, for whom these tribunals were established, were 
suffering something like a denial of justice owing to the choked condition 
of the lists. Mr. Munton urged the necessity of a separate Central London 
County Court for these remitted issues, but he said he more particularly 
desired to point out to the meeting that two such important institutions 
as the Incorporated Law Society and the Chamber of Commerce, number- 
ing more than five thousand and three thousand members respectively, 
should join hands, the effect of each pegging away at the authorities in 
an opposite direction tending to produce inattention to the requests of 
either, while mutual conference beforehand, with a little give and take, 
would probably secure beneficial results. He did not pretend to speak 
officially for the Law Society, but he thought he might venture to say 
that that body would give the most cordial consideration to any —— 
from the Chamber (he himself as a member of both societies would cer- 
tainly do all he could to help matters), and he confidently advised the 
executive to appoint a small committee with the view of a friendly con- 
sultation. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


In pursuance of the resolution passed at the adjourned annual general 
meeting held on the 15th of July, 1881, to the effect that meetings of the 
society should be held in January and April, a special general meeting of 
the members of the society will be held in the hall of the society on 
Friday, the 25th inst., at two o’clock precisely, to consider the subjects 
hereafter mentioned, and of which notice has been duly given :— 


Jomnt-Stock Companres—Watver COLAvsz. 

Mr. Epmunp Kiwszr will move: ‘That the general use of what is 
called the waiver clause in prospectuses of joint-stock companies, under 
the advice of the best men in both branches of the profession, notwith- 
standing the declaration of Lord Justice Lindley that it is of doubtful 
velidity, shews that the Legislature has overstepped the requirements of 
commerce and the common sense of mankind.’’ 


Joint-Stock ComPANIES—PROTECTION AGAINST FRavp. 

Mr. Epmunp Kimner will also move: ‘‘ That, fur the purpose of check- 
ing fraud, any future legislation on the subject of joint-stock companies 
ought to proceed upon the lines of compelling the registration of all 

rospectuges, reports, balance-sheets, and notices, and requiring greater 
Fr om in disclosure of accounts, rather than of making that criminal by 
statute which is not criminal, or of changing the law in a wholesale and 
drastic way, which may only have the effect of driving business from the 


country.” 
Summons 1x OnAmBers—Soricitor’s Fes. 

Mr. A. H. Hastie will move: ‘‘ That, in the opinion of the Incorporated 
Law Society, it is desirable that, in all cases where one of the parties toa 
summons in chambers attends by counsel and the other party by a 
solicitor, and the summons is marked as fit for counsel, the solicitor shall, 
in the absence of gocd cause to the contrary, be allowed a fee of not less 
than £2 2s.” 

Barristers’ Crerxs’ Fees. 

Mr. Pzrcy Gorpon will move: ‘‘That the council be requested to 
appoint a committee to inquire into the present practice of paying fees to 
barristers’ clerks, with a view to the abolition of such fees,” 


Law Socrgtry Otun—Svpscrirtions. 

Mr. Joun Hunter will move: ‘* That rules 3 and 4 of the Rules and 
Regulations of the Law Society Club be altered as follows :—Rule 3.— 
That in lines 3 and 4 ‘six guineas’ be substituted for ‘five guineas’ as 
the subscription to be paid by members of the club taking ovt town 
certificates. Rule 4.—That in lines 5 and 6 ‘six guineas’ be substituted 
for ‘ five guineas’ as the subscription to be paid by members who do not 
take out annual certificates, if they hold any offices in the Supreme Court 
of Judicature, or reside within ten miles of the General Post Office, in the 
City of London.” 


Mr. Justice Manisty—Mr. Justice Fre.p. 


Mr. Cures Forp will move: ‘‘The members of the Incorporated Law 
Society of the United Kingdom, in general meeting assembled, hereby 
record their sense of the great loss sustained by the Sadicial bench owing 
to the death of Mr. Justice Manisty and the retirement of Mr. Justice 
Field, whose long career of honourable and distinguished services to the 
State was in each case commenced in the ranks of the solicitors’ 
profession,”’ 

Oommaisstongrs TO ApMINIsTER OATHS. 

Mr. Onarizs Forp will also move: ‘“‘That, in the opinion of this 
meeting, the remarks of Mr. Justice Kay in Bourke v. Davis, in reference 
to the practice of commissioners when administering oaths, call for the 
— attention of the council of the society, with a view to improving 


5 : 
Mr. F. R. Parker will ask: ‘‘ What porgpes bas been made with the 


new catalogue of the Library, and when will it be available for the 
members, and on what terms?” And will move: “1. That the new 
catalogue be followed annual oe, until such time as, in the 


opinion of the council, it be desirable to re-issue the whole. 2. That 
catalogue should include, in an appendix, the Mendham Collection.” 








the | judge of in the International 
qualifies bite for 


MANCHESTER INCORPORATED LAW ASSOCIATION. 
REMUNERATION OF PRIVATE TRUSTEES. 


The following report has been adopted by the association :—The reasons 
for the old-established rule ‘‘ that a trustee shall have no allowance for his 
care and trouble” are stated by Lord Chancellor Talbot in the leading case 
of Robinson v. Pett (3 P. Wms. 132, 2 White & Tudor’s Leading Cases, 
216), in these terms, and the statement is =. by Lord Cottenham, 
in Moore v. Frowd (3 My. & Or. 50) :—* t on these gpa if 
allowed, the trust estate might be loaded and rendered of little value, 
besides the great difficulty there might be in settling and adjusting the 
quantum of such allowance, especially as one man’s time may be more 
valuable than that of another.” These reasons have not been found 
insuperable. For, in the West Indies, a trustee is allowed a commission 
not exceeding six per cent. on the receipts, and in India the Public 
Administrator is paid by » commission, and it appears to be generally 
admitted that if a public trustee should be appointed in this country, or 
if public companies should be by statute specially empowered to accept 
a administer trusts, in either case remuneration, by way of commission 
or otherwise, must be allowed for the management of the trust. It is 
obvious, therefore, that if the existing prohibition of remuneration to 
private trustees is to be maintained, other reasons must be found than 
those upon which the prohibition was originally based. A small com- 
mission paid for management will not unreasonably load the estate, and 
payment by a commission is now so well known that no practical difficulty 
can arise in fixing a maximum charge of that nature, which would cover 
all ordinary cases. Such a charge must necessarily be fixed, in case of any 
legislation establishing company trustees or a public trustee. The office 
of trustee is, by the present state of the law, made an exceptional one; 
as a general rule, if a duty involves labour, care, and responsibility, it is 
considered reasonable that such labour, care, and responsibility should be 
paid for. Many testators recognize this and provide some’ remuneration 
to their trustees by a Icgacy of a sum in gross, or a yearly payment, or a 
commission, but it is found in practice that in the majority of cases 
testators and settlors do not exercise their bounty in this respect, or not 
adequately, while trustees from a sense of obligation do accept the office, 
which is often found to be more burdensome than they expected. There 
seems no valid reason why remuneration should be left to the bounty of 
the testator. It would be more reasonable that the law should provide 
that there should be remuneration unless by the terms of the trust it was 
prohibited. The result of a change in the lawin this respect would be 
that testators would have a wider range of choice and be able to secure 
more businesslike and competent trustees. Feelings of delicacy may now 
prevent the testator or settlor applying to the man he would like to select 
and offering him a pecuniary consideration to undertake the office of 
trustee, but no such difficulty would be felt if remuneration were secured 
by law. The advantage of the change would be still more distinctly felt 
on the occurrence of vacancies ia a trust, when it is frequently the case 
that the best trustees cannot be selected on account of the absence of 
some provision for remuneration which it is then impossible to supply. 
On the other hand, if, without such a change in the law, the proposed 
legislation should take place, the public trustee or the company trustee 
would be placed in an advantageous position as compared with the private 
trustee, and there would be some danger that the more important trusts 
would drift into official management. Such management would be of a 
rigidly official character, and, as such, would not only be lacking in the 
paternal interest which is usually expected from private trustees, but 
would necessarily be more expensive and burdensome to the trust estate. 
For these reasons we think it desirable that, whether a public trustee is 
appointed or not, statutory provision should be made for the remuneration 
oF private trustees for their care and trouble (unless expressly excluded 
by the author of the trust), such remuneration to be restricted to a reason- 
able and specified commission on the receipts or on the amount divided 
among the boneficiaries, A schedule would be necessary, prescribing 
varying rates of remuneration according to the various descriptions of 
trust, and distinguishing cases in which a collector or receiver is employed. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 9th inst., Mr. Sidney Smith in the chair. The other directors present 
were Messrs. W. Beriah Brook, John Hunter, Cecil E. Kingsford (Canter- 
bury), Henry Roscoe, Frederic T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). 
A sum of £340 was distributed in grants of relief, and other general 
business was i 








Lord and Lady Coleridge have been staying at the Hague. 


It is stated that Lord Justice Bowen is satisfactory progress 
towards recovery, and it is expected that the learned judge will be 
sufficiently well to resume his duties at the beginning of the Easter 
Sittings on the 15th inst. 


The Calcutta correspondent of the Zimes says that the services of Mr. 
Justice Scott, of the Bombay High Court, have been lent to the Egyptian 
Government for a year, for the purpose of re-organizing the criminal 
courts of that country. His as an Indian judge for the last 
seven or eight years, added to that 


nae ens as an eS 


for this difficult and responsible duty. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
RECENT STUDENTS’ CASES. 
Equity AND CoNVBYANCING. 


Re Hancreaves, Mincriey v. Tatiry (ante, p. 212).—A power is void for 
remoteness if the person who is to exercise it may not be ascertained with- 
in a period of lives in being and twenty-one years afterwards, 

Re Bryant AND BARNINGHAM (ante, p. 318).—When trustees contract to 
sell without power to do so, the purchaser can recover his deposit with in- 
terest, and is not bound to accept the vendors’ proposal to procure a con- 
veyance by the tenant for life under the Settled Land Acts. 

James v. Boyruorre Cottrery Oo. (ante, p. 253).—On the insolvency 
of a company which has issued successive sets of debentures, all the 
debenture-holders cannot get a dividend part passu, but each set is 
entitled to priority over a subsequent set, 

Re Porruaursz Oonsotipatep Coprsr Mines (ante, p. 252).—An 
allotment of shares at an invalid meeting of directors can be confirmed 
at a subsequent valid meeting, although the proposal to become share- 
holder has been withdrawn in the interval. 

Roprmson v. JENKINS (ante, p. 210).—An agent can “ interplead”’ 
under ord. 57, r. 1, although in an action against him by his principal he 
cannot set up a jus tertit. 

Re Tamptin & Sons, Ex parte Barnett (38 W. R. 351).—On one of two 
partners giving a bill of sale in his own name over chattels of the partner- 
ship, the bill will hold good for a moiety of the goods assigned, as he is 
the true owner thereof to that extent. 

Re Ricxerts’ & Avents' Contract (W. N. 16).—An appeal from an 
order made on an originating summons under section 9 of the Vendors 
and Purchasers Act must be brought within twenty-one days. 

Cizee v. Hanns (ante, p. 316).—If a lessee covenants in a lease not to 
take beer other than such as shall have been purchased from the lessor, 
the lessee is bound to take beer from an assignee of the reversion. 

Re Baxszn, Nicuoxs v. Baxzr (ante, p. 317).—The _ of a chancery 
judge to transfer to bankruptcy the administration of a deceased person’s 
estate which proves to be insolvent is discretionary. 

Re Wormatp, Franx ». Moozzxn (ante, p. 252).—If a gift to a married 
woman to her separate use without power of anticipation is followed by a 
gift over “‘on her anticipating,” the gift over cannot take effect while 
she is covert. 

Re Watxer, WALKER v. Waker (25 L. J. N. O. 25).—Section 5 of the 
Trustee Act, 1888, only allows trustees to claim that an improper invest- 
ment on mortgage should be deemed an authorized security for what they 
might have advanced in cases of impropriety of the amount advanced, and 
does not apply if they have improperly converted and re-invested on a 
mortgage. 

Duncan v. Drxon (25 L. J. N. CO. 35).—The Infants Relief Act, 1874, 
does not render void an infant’s marriage settlement, it is merely voidable. 


Common Law AND BANKRUPTCY. 


Morcan v. Hurcuins (ante, p. 299).—A workman can recover for an 
accident from a machine which is a manifest source of danger to 
the workman using it if there is any negligence on the employer’s part, 
although the machine is otherwise effective for its purpose and 
order. 

Newman v. Lonpon anp Sourn-Wretern Rarmuway Co. (ante, p. 283).— 
The court or a judge has a discretion to dispense with the £5 deposit when 
interrogatories are administered. 

Rocks v. McKzrrow (anée, p. 265).—If a judge leaves the case to the 
jury, who give judgment for the pluintiff, but the judge afterwards con- 
siders that there was no evidence to go to the jury, and enters judgment for 
the defendant, any application by the plaintiff rhould be to the Divisional 


Court. 

O’Suea v. O’SuEza AND ParneELt (ante, p. 298).—A contempt of court 
consisting of an attempt to prevent or obstruct the course of justice is a 
criminal matter, and no appeal lies from the court’s decision thereon. 

Mayor v. Coiiins (38 W. R. 349).—An infant cannot be compelled to 
answer interrogatories, 

Jonzs v. Papcert (stated elsewhere).—On goods being sold by sample 
there is no implied warranty of fitness for a specific purpose unless the 
vendor was expressly or impliedly aware of the object for which they were 


bought. 
 — v. Srareum (38 W. R. 349).—A plaintiff may epply for judg- 
ment under order 14 after defence delivered, but must exp the delay. 


Pronatz, Divorce, Apmrratty, &c. 
Re Goons or Tuornton (58 L. J. P. D. & A. 72).—A codicil torn up by 
a testatrix, not animo revocandi, but under the supposition that it had not 
been duly executed, can be admitted to probate. 
Rearma v. Mrius (25 L. J. N. C. 22).—A conviction by a court of sum- 


m urisdiction, although it inflicts no punishment, but discharges the 
eteadant on his giving security for good Cchanlene, is a bar to a subse- 
quent indictment. 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES, 


Law Srupgnts’ Desatine Socrery.—March 25—Mr. W. T. Bunbury in 
the chair.—The debate, ‘‘ That the case of De Francesco v. Barnum (43 
Ch. D 165) was wrongly decided,’ was opened in the affirmative by Mr. 
Herbert — ae Kk apocee by ayy F, + oa ae 
Nimmo, ton, an ger, and oppose Messrs. R. Per ustin, 
Pattinson, Stevenson, and Watson. Mr. Hiohene replied, and on a 
division the motion was negatived by a majority of 2. 








~~ 1—Mr. Foden Pattinson in the chair.—The debate, ‘‘ That an Act 
sbould be passed to enable the owners of leaseholds for a longer period 
than twenty-one years to acquire absolute ownership,’’ 
Mr. Woodhouse in the affirmative. He was su Messrs. Herbert 
Smith, A. Smith, and Ogle, and opposed by Messrs. Windsor and Tubb. 
Mr. Ucodioace saglied, sak on 6 Sinton tip quale ne aaetes Oy 

majority of 6. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY, 


Mr. Oxnar.es Witt14m Ports, solicitor (of the firm of Potts & Roberts), 
of Ohester, died on the 13th ult. in his seventy-fifth year, from conges- 
tion of the brain. Mr Potts was admitted a solicitor in 1837. He was for 
several years county treasurer and deputy clerk of tht peace for Oheshire, 
and in 1860 he received the appointment of clerk of the peace fro 
late Marquis of Westminster, when Lord Lieutenant. He was also clerk 
to the Cheshire County Council, and solicitor to the River Dee Co. Mr. 
Potts was a perpetual commissioner for Cheshire and the city of Chester, 
and he had a large private practice. He was at the time of 
associated in with Mr. Thomas Roberts, the deputy clerk of 
the peace, and with Mr. Hubert Potts. He leaves four sons and four 
daughters. 

Mr. Gzorcz Dz Moraan, barrister, died in the Isle of Wight, on the 
13th of March, in the eighty-second year of his age. 
back well known as a conveyancer, having been in practice for over forty 
years. He had been for many years in failing health, and — retired 
from practice about ten years ago. Mr. De Morgan was a favourite pupil 
of the emirent conveyancer, the late Mr. Walters, and was called to 
bar at the Middle Temple in a Term, 1837. He was born in the 
year 1808, and was the second son of the late Colonel John De Morgan, of 
the East India Co.’s Service, and brother of the celebrated mathematician, 
the late Augustus De M - He married, in the year 1844, Josephine, 
third daughter of the late Vice-Admiral Sir Josiah Ooghill-Ooghill, Bart. 


Mr. Bensamin Tuomas Wiutiams, Q.C., late judge of county courts, 
died on the 2lst ult. Mr. Williams was the eldest son of the Rev. 
Thomas Rayson Williams. He was an M.A. of the University of Glasgow, 
and he was called to the bar at Gray’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1859, when he 
joined the South Wales and Chester Circuit. In 1875 he received a silk gown 
from Lord Cairns, and he attained before very long the position of leader 
of his circuit. He was recorder of the borough of Carmarthen from 1872 
till 1878, when he was, without opposition, elected M P. for that me 
in the Liberal interest. He was re-elected at the general election of 1880, 
and in the following year he received from Lord Selborne the 

ment of judge of county courts for Circuit No. 30 (comprising Swansea 
and the surrounding district), but four years afterwards his health broke 
down, and he was compelled to retire on a m. Mr. Williams was a 
magistrate for Glamorganshire, Brecknockshire, and Pembrokeshire. He 
was married in 1857 to the only daughter of Mr. Thomas John. 


Mr. Epmunp Swerenuam, Q.C., M.P., died at Carn yr Alyn, Denbigh- 
shire, on the 19:h ult. Mr. Swetenham was the second son of Mr. Olement 


in good | Swetenham, of Somerford Booths, Cheshire. He was educated at 


Macclesfield Grammar School, and at Brasenose , Oxford, and he 
was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1848. He practised 
on the North Wales and Chester Circuit. He became a Queen’s Counsel 
in 1880. At the general election of 1885 he unsuccessfully contested the 
Carnarvon district in the Conservative interest, and he was returned for 
that constituency in the following year. He was a frequent speaker in 
the House of Commons on Welsh topics, ly in connection with the 
Tithe Question. Mr. Swetenham was a magistrate for Denbighshire, and 
a bencher of Lincoln’s-inn. He had been twice married, first, in 1851, to 
the second daughter of Mr. Wilson Jones, of Hartsheath Park, Flintshire, 
and secondly, in 1867, to the second daughter of Mr. Ellis Cunliffe. He 
was buried at Hope, Denbighshire, on the 22nd ult. 


Mr. Cuar.zs Joun Baker, barrister, died at his residence, 3, Montague- 
place, on the 23rd ult., in his 82nd year. Mr. Baker was the 7th son of 
the late Sir Robert Baker, chief 
He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 1834, and 
he formerly practised as a con . In 1848 he was elected registrar 
to the Uorporation of the Sons of the Clergy, and he held that office 
thirty years. Mr. Baker was formerly a director of the South Sea Oom- 
pany, and he was a director of the Mutual Life Assurance 

lety, a governor of Guy’s Hospital, and a Commissioner of Lieu- 
tenancy for the City of London. He was married in 1841 to the youngest 
daughter of the Rev. John Martin, rector of Keston, Kent. He became 
a widower in 1842, and in 1851 he was married to the only daughter of 
the Rev. Thomas Cantley, vicar of St. Clements, Cambridge. 


q 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Cuartes Gzorcr WaLPous, barrister, has been appointed At - 
General of the Leeward Islands. Mr. Walpole is the only son of Mr. 
Walpole, of Cobham, Surrey. He was educated at Eton, and at Trinity 
College, Cambridge, and he was called to the bar at the Inner Temple 
in Term, 1873. He formerly practised on the South-Eastern Circuit, 
and he has been a district judge in Cyprus since 1872. 

Mr. Cuan.es Scornzer, solicitor (of the firm of Burton & Scorer), of 
Lincoln, has been appointed by ete pe he Lincolnshire (Sir 
William Welby Gregory) to be U of that county for the 
ensuing year. Scorer was admitted a solicitor in 1868. 
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Mr. Parzen Detue Awnry, solicitor, of Chippenham, has been appointed 

the High Sheriff of Wiltshire (Sir John Dixon Poynder) to be Under- 

Shoritt of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. Awdry was admitted a 
solicitor in 1877. 


Mr. Jonn Henzy Genny, solicitor, of Falmouth, has been appointed 
Clerk to the Falmouth Board of Guardians, Assessment Oommittee, 
School Attendance Committee, and Rural Sanitary Authority. Mr. Genn 
was admitted a solicitor in 1880. He is town clerk of Falmouth, and 
clerk to the borough magistrates. 


Mr. Francis Honpswortnx Lxaruer, solicitor, of Hereford, has been 
appointed Clerk to the Weobley Buard of Guardians, Asseesment Oom- 
mittee, School Attendance Oommittee, and Rural Sanitary Authority. 
Mr. Leather was admitted a solicitor in 1885. 


Mr. Tomas Henny Cowsurn, solicitor, of Wigan, has been appointed 
Deputy Town Olerk of that borough. Mr. Cowburn was admitted a soli- 
citor in 1887. 


Mr. Epwarp Atrrep Cuanpuer, solicitor, of 4, Park Prospect, West- 
minster, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 


Mr. Exnzst Crossy, solicitor, of Fleetwood, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. 


Mr. James Wri114m Bast, barrister, who has been appointed to act asa 
Judge of the High Court of Judicature at Madras, is the eldest son of 
the Rev. James Kershaw Best. He was educated at St. John’s College, 
Cambridge, and he was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in June, 
1880. He has been for many years a member of the Madras Civil Service. 


Mr. Joux Watrzr Burton Leacu, solicitor, of Martock, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 


Mr. James Parkinson Suepuerp, solicitor (of the firm of Bleaymire & 
Shepherd), of Penrith and Appleby, has been appointed by the High 
Sheriff of Westmoreland (Mr. Walter James Marshall) to be Under-Sheriff 
of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. Shepherd is clerk to the Penrith 
Board of Guardians, and steward of the manors of Greystoke and Eden- 
hall. He was admitted a solicitor in 1861. 


Mr. Harotp Arcuer, solicitor, of Ely, has been appointed Clerk to the 
Ely Burial Board, in succession to the late Mr. William Marshall. Mr. 
Archer was admitted a solicitor in 1868. 


Mr. James Curtis, solicitor, of 9, Old Jewry-chambers, has been 
appointed Clerk to the Horners’ Company, in succession to the late Mr. 
George Henderson. Mr. Curtis was admitted a solicitor in 1874. 


Mr. Dick Baxer, solicitor (of the firm of Emmerson & Baker), of Deal, 
Sandwich, and Walmer, has been appointed Olerk of the Peace for the 
borough of Sandwich, in succession to the late Mr. Thomas Lyddon 
Surrage. Mr. Baker is town clerk of Sandwich. He was admitted a 
solicitor in 1882. 


Mr. Wriu1am Gaorce Oarrer Mitcua11, solicitor, of Bedford, has been 
appointed Clerk to the County Magistrates at that place, in succession 
to the late Mr. Theed William Pearse. Mr. Mitchell was admitted a 
— in 1869. He is Official Receiver in Bankruptcy for Bedfordshire 


Mr. Joux Brrvoz, who has been appointed Chief Police Magistrate for 
the Metropolis, in succession to the late Sir James}Taylor Ingham, is the 
only son of Mr. John Bridge, of Dover. He was educated at Trinity 

, Oxford, where he graduated first class in Mathematics in 1846. 

He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 1850, and 

he formerly practised on the Home Circuit. He was appointed a stipen- 
ate for the metropolis in 1872. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP, 


Disso.vTions. 
Heway Paton, James Kerry, and Hunry Grvitis (Paige, Kelly, & Grylls), 
Kedruth, solicitors. Asregards the said James Kelly. March 25. 





GENERAL, 
It is stated that a point as to the disqualification of magistrates dealing 
with offences under the licensing laws has just been established at 
© a charge was heard against a man named 
Bindlzy, — = = Royal Oak Inn, of 0 agen during prohibited 


hours. Sev magistrates who heard case were shareholders 
either of railway com or of brewery companies who owned public- 
— . Mr. J.T. , solicitor, who defended the accused, objected 
to 


with the case, but they overruled the objection 
ond fined Bindley £2 costs, or one month’s imprisonment. ne fine 
and coste were paid. Two men were also fined for being found on the 
premises during illegal hours. After these convictions Mr. Hincks 
applied to the magistrates, and st length it was discovered that the 

had, by their action, rendered themselves liable to penalties 
of £100 each for adjadicating on ca-es arising out of the licensing laws 
while they were directly interceted in houses licensed to sell intoxicating 
Mquors. After considerable the case has been settled by the 
return of all the fines costs, and by deleting the record of the case 


The Times says that of the Mshunt of Tri against the 
sentence of three ae diltens Gans for the theft of the 
treasure of the temple; of which he was head, which has been 











Chief Justice and two puisne judges of the Madras High Court. In the 
course of the proceedings the Chief Justice (Sir Arthur Oollins, who was 
not long since a leader on the Western Circuit) took occasion to remark 
that the green of counselin dropping a criminal case where fees were 
not paid was very reprehensible. It was wrong, he considered, to 
abandon a person to his fate just because counsel’s fees were not forth. 
coming. It was a mercenary and very unprofessional act to stoop to being 
hired by the day as a common bricklayer would be. It was a different 
matter in a civil case. In a criminal case counsel is bound to 

with it if once engaged. The Mahunt had been very seriously prejudiced 
in his defence in the lower court by a change of counsel several times in 
this important case; at least two lawyers should have conducted it, and 
these should have continued to the end except for valid reasons. Want 
of fees, he thought, was not a valid reason. If any member of the local 
bar were brought before him on account of a practice of this nature, he 
would, he said, deal with him as he deserved, no matter what was the 
alleged practice of the local bar. 


A Negotiable Securities Bill has been introduced by Mr. A. O'Connor, 
Sir J. Lubbock, Colonel Hill, and Mr. Salt, the memorandum prefixed to 
which says :—‘‘In the case of the Earl of Sheffield v. The London Joint- 
Stock Bank, decided in the House of Lords two years ago, several of the 
noble and learned lords stated in their judgments that bankers and others 
advancing money on negotiable securities to a money dealer, known to 
be an agent and not owner of the securities, are put upon inquiry as to 
the extent of such agent’s authority. Following the statement of the 
law, it has recently been held, in Simmons v. London Joint-Stock Bank, that 
a person taking in good faith and in the ordinary course of business 
transfers of negotiable securities from a stockbroker, is put upon iaquiry 
as to whether the broker is the true owner of the securities or only an 
agent, and if he is an agent then the transferee is bound to inquire into 
the extent of the agent’s authority. Further. the law as it now stands 
—— a striking anomaly. By the recent Factors Act a person taking 

ills of lading or dock warrants from a mercantile agent, having posses- 
sion with the owner’s consent, and known to be only an agent, is not put 
upon inquiry as to the agent’s authority ; but similar knowledge has au 
opposite effect when the bond — to bearer is taken from a stock- 
broker. Thus the title of a purchaser or pledgee of ‘documents of title 
to goods’ is more secure than the purchaser or pledgee of negotiable 
securities. The object of this Bill is to remove this anomaly and to 
restore negotiable instruments to their former position.” 


At the Derby Assizes on the 3rd inst., Walter Lowe, Samuel Riley, and 
George Campion were indicted before Mr. Justice Hawkins, the first 
named for aiding and abetting a person to commit the offence of persona- 
tion, and the two others for bribery, at an election of a town councillor 
for Trent Ward, Nottingham, on November 1, 1889. The offences were 
alleged to have been committed at Nottingham, and the order to prosecute 
at the Derbyshire Assizes wes made by Mr. Herbert R. Mansel Jones, 
Q.C., who sat as commissioner to try an election petition at Nottingham, 
and before whom the evidence disclosing the offences was given. The 
order was made under section 28 of the Municipal Elections (Corrupt and 
Illegal Practices) Act, 1884. It was urged on the part of the defendants 
that there was no jurisdiction in the commissioner to order the trial in 
apy other county than that in which the offences were committed. This 
was the first occasion on which such an order had been made, and its 
validity depended on the construction to be placed upon sub-section 5 of 
the above section. The learned judge expressed the opinion that the 
point was of considerable importance and some difficulty, and eventually, 
upon Riley and Campion pleading ‘‘Guilty,’’ granted a case for the con- 
sideration of the Court for Crown Cases Reserved, in order that the section 
might be authoritatively construed. The learned judge pointed out in 
the course of the argument that, if the construction contended for by the 
progecution was correct, there was nothing to prevent the commissioner 
from sending a case for trial from Nottingham to Carlisle, or from an 


- court at one end of England to a petty sessional court at the 
other. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICA1URE, 
Rota C¥ REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANOR ON 








APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Kay. OngITTY. 
14 Mr. Rolt Mr. Clowes Mr. Pemberton 
Farmer Jackson ard 
Rolt Clowes Pemberton 
Farmer Jackson ard 
It Olowes Pemberton 
Farmer Jackson ard 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
Norra, STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
Mr, Pugh Mr. Godfrey Mr. Lavie 
Beal Leach oO ngton 
Pugh Godfrey Lavie 
Beal Leach Carrington 
" Pugh Godfrey Lavie 
 _ Beal Leach Oarrington 





EASTER SITTINGS, 1890. 

COURT OF APPEAL. | App. mo ns, ex pte—orgl. 
Tues., Apr. 15 { mote, - ond aps, from ords 

made on interlocutory mots 


Wodnesday 16 
There wath Apps from Q B final List 


Friday ....18 { on Ay & apps from Q B 


Aporsi Court, I, 


Final and interlocutory appeals from the 


Queen's Bench Division, the Probate, 
bivorce, and Admiralty Division (Ad- 
miralty), and the Queen’s Beach Division 
Sitting in Bankruptey. 
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Saturday . ‘ 
Senay 34 Apps; from the Q B final jist 
Tuesday... 
App. motos, ex pte—orgl. 
mots.—and apps, from ords 
Wednesday 23¢ made on interlocutory mots 
and apps from final list if 


reqnired, 
Thursday ..24 f Apps from the Q.B, Final 


fBankrapt ayp; and aj 
Friday «++-25 QB foal list fi 


agente fons ve the Q. B, Final 
Mon, ......... List 
Tuesdy a 
App. motns. ex pte—orgl 
motne—& apps from orders 
Wednesday 30 made on interlocutory mns 
= apps from final list if 


uired 
Thurs., May 1 i Apps from the Q.B. Final 


Bkey apps and apps from 
3 | QB anal list 


Saturday ... 
MON., wreeee 5 Apps from Q B final list 
Tuesday...... 
App motos ex pte—Orgl 
motns—& apps from orders 
Wednesday 74 made on interlocutory mtns 
and apps from final list 
if required 


Thureday ... af Apps from the Q.B, Final 
Friday ...... 9 Pack Geese ss 
Sat. 


af apes from the Q.B. Final 


seed 

App. mots. ex pte—org. 
mots—and apps from ordrs 
Wednesday 14 ¢ made on interlocutory mots 
and apps from final list if 

required 
Thursday .,.15...Apps from Q B Final List 
Friday ....16 {i Bkcy zat apps from Q B 


Bak socecccck? 
Monday -aoe 19 } APRS from the Q.B. Final 


Tuesday....20 

App. motns, ex pte—orgn. 
motns—and apps from ords 

made on interlocutory mots 

and om from final list if 


required 
Thursday ...22...Apis from Q B final list 
Friday ...... tf a, Se ore a apps from 


Wednesday 21 


N.B,—Admiralty toner with assessors, 
are taken in Appeal Court I. on specially 
appointed days. 


Appeal Court, II. 


Final and interlocutory appeals from the 
Chancery, and Probate, Divorce, and 
Admiralty Divisions (Probate and Di- 
vorce), and the County Palatine and 
Stannaries Courts, 


App. mtns, ex pte—orgl. 
Tues., Apr, 15 = mobpontlieaestony = 

16 vt {ABBE a the Chancery 
Thursday ..17 { pany oe Apne. ana 


Friday ....18 
Saturdy 19({ Apps from the Chancery 
General List 


Monday....21 
Taesday....22 
App mtns ex pte—original 
mtns—appeals from orders 
made on interlocutory mtns 
(sep litt) & apps from gen 
list if required 


Wed. .... 


Wednesday 23 


Thursdy....24 
Friday, ...... 25 
Bat, cose ree 26 
Mond., 
Tues . 


Apps from Chan gen list 


App mtns ex p!e—original 
(mine — appea! 3 from ords 
Wednesday 30< made on interlocu'ry mns 
(sep list) ant apps from 
wolwg 4 Ce ayy P 
ounty Palatine Apps, an 
Thurs, May | pe from Chan Gen List 


Friday ...... 2 
Senten’, bes, ; Apps from Chan gen list 
Y ccee 


App mts ex pte-—original 
mtos — appeals from ords 

Wednesday 7 ¢ made on interlooutory mns 
sep list) and apps from gen 
liat if required 

Thursday .., 

Friday .... 

Bat........006 "10 Appé from Chan gen list 

12 


eee, coo peony 
App mtne ox er 
a yen he 
Wodnosday 14 ({ made on in tL-— mus 
(sep list pm By and apps from 
at if soqued 


| 





| Saturday .. 


aap 
ce alate trom the Obancery 


Monday ....1 
Tuesday..... 





App. motns, ex pte—orgl. 
motns— apps. m ords 
Wednesday 214 made on interlocutory mots 
(sep list), and apps. from 
eee 23 ‘general list if required 
buraday ... 
Friday 2, "93 } APPS from Chan gen list 
N.B. pitts Petitions (if any) are taken 
in Appeal tt If. on every Wednesday 
at half-past Ten until farther notice, 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 


Chancery Court, I. 

Ma. Justice KAY. 
Tues., Apr. ~ aa aij sums, & gen. pa. 
Wedn 1 
Thursday Y {7 } General paper 
Friday ....18...Mts, adj sms & se 
Saturday . tof Ses caus., ad] sums, 
pniey coc = 
W, wd oiny 33 General paper 
a - 4 
Friday ......25...Motns, Aaj sums, me gen. pa. 
Gat... 26 Pets t. caus., adj. sums, 


& gen. pa 
Monday....28 
Tae: eoce 
Wednesday 30 ie Gcneral paper 
Thurs., May 1 
Friday osce &.. 


Saturday .. 


Mon..,... 
Tusdy-..0.- 
Wed . 


Thurs.,. soe- H 

Friday, .... 9...Mots., adj sums, & gen pa 

Sa 10 Petns, sht. caus., adj, sums 
Siete lesbo a 


, adj. sums. & gen. pa 
<. *sht causes, adj sums, 
& gen pa 


rem paper. 


_——- nels 

‘ues 

 mcomeccs 14 ¢ General paper. 
Thurs ....15 


Friday +-+016.,Motns. adj sage & gen. pa 
. caus, adj sumns. 
Satur ay ...17 & gen pa 
Monday ...... - 
a eteeee 
Wotsesday “Rha paper, 
Thursday . 
Friday ++. +23...Motions 
Aay cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. Two Comes of Minutes of the 
roposed Judgment or Order must 
be left in court with the judge's officer 
the day before the cause is to be put inta 
the paper. 


Chancery Court, IIT. 
Mn. Justice CHITTY. 
Tues , April 15... Motions and non wit list 
Wedns. ... oe ir} Non wit list 


Thursday 
Friday ... ive ee continued and non 
Pets, sht causes, Procedure 


Saturday -o19f sums —— pets, 
Monday. ont .Bitting in chambers 


Tuesdy .... 

Wed, “3 Nen wit list 

Thars, ....24 

Friday, ....25..Mns and non wits list 
Pe's., sht. causes, opposed 


26 te are sums, and 
y ‘Sining in chambars 
Causes with wits 

Friday” «eee 2..Motions and non wit list 


erate... 


Pets, sht causes, Procedure 
Saturday ... 3 moe a peta, and 
Monday...... 5...Sitting ia chambers 
Tuesday ...... 6 
Wednesday 7 > Causes with wits 
Thursday .. 8 
Friday ...... 9.,.Motns, & non wis list 


Pets, sht causes, opposed 
seoeselO? pets, Procedure smn, & 
oon wit list 
Monday ......12..Savting ia chambers 
18 


Wodneaday a it Non wit list 
ey voll 
Friday . “Ie. -Motions and non wits list 
a Sass 
Satanlay .,.17 — : oppose i peta, & 
6 leet 


pate ++e1,,,Gitting in chambers 


Thoreday raf 


am 





Friday ....23...Remaiaing business 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in cause 
book at least one clear day before the same 
can be put in the paper to be so heard. 
Two cop‘es of minutes of the bmn 
Judgment or Order must be left in 
with the Judge’s Clerk one chene i | 
before the cause is to be put in the paper. | 

N.B.—In the weeks when non-witness 
actions are taken, further considerations | 
will be taken on Tuesdays. In the weeks 
when witness actions are taken, further 
considerations will not be taken on Tues- | 
days, but may be taken on Saturdays, | 

| 
' 
| To 
' 


Chancery Court, IT. 
Ma, Justice NORTH, 

Tues., Apr. 15..Motns, & adj. sums. 
Pea ay ++ 17 } Genera’ paper 
= -++-18.. Mtns and adj sms 

eceeees 19,.Sht. cans, pets. & adj. smns 
+ ao Wey 5M “1S -Bittiag in chambers 
Tuesday ...22 


Wednesday 23 23| General paper, 
Thursday .. 
Friday .... 3s -Motns, & adj. sumns. | 
26..8ht. caus, pets, & adj smns } 

..98. 8 ting ia chambers 
eoeeea 

— ae paper ‘ 
May 1 1) 
-e+ 2...Mtns and adj sms 









aoetae 5...8itting in ambers 
Tuesday...... 6 

Wednes..... 7 
Tharsday .. 8 
Friday, .... 9...Mots, & adj, samas 
Sat... senocele -Sht caus, pts, & adj sm 
«12... Sitting in chambers 


«» 3...Sht, caus., ia ramones | 


Genera! paper. 


Friday ~-se16..Mtns and adj sums 
Sa.urday ..17...Sht. caus, pets,, & adj smo. 


Monday ones . Sitting in chambers 
0 
Wednes .... General paper. 
y ......23...Mtns and adj sms 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause-book 
at least one clear day before the same can 
be put in the paper to be so heard. Two 
copies of minutes of Bf 
ment or Orier must be left in court 
with the judge's clerk the day before the 
cause is to be putin the paper. 


Lord Chancell»r’s Court, 
Mr, Jvatice STIRLING. 
Tues., Apr. 15...Mots,, adj. sums, & gen pa 


Weinsalay | 46 7{ Fur, con. & gen. pa, 


| 


Thurs, May 1 


| Bat ...0-.0010 


| Saturday 


Friday ......18... Mots. a1j. samns, & gen. pa 
Saturday ..19 { SM cams, Pots, edj sums, 


Monday aaa - Sitting ia chambers 





Wea” General 
paper 
Thursday .. 
| Feiday ...... 25. ..Mtns, adj smas, and gen pt 


Saturday ...26 aaa sums, 


iy 0} General paper. 


Friday .... 2..M%tns a4j sums, & gen. p 
Saturday .., 3 = pets, ad smine,and 


Monday ...... » o. Sitting in chamters 
a paper. 


Friday, .-0. 9. .Mis, adj sus and gen pa 
Sh: caus, pts, atj sms, ani 


Monday ......12...8itting in chambars 


| Tuesday ...13 


Friday ....16.. + yy adj sums & gen pa 
mt = Sht. caus., pets., adj. sums 
gen. pa. 


Monia: ‘cael Sitting in chambers 
tom. 2) 


Wednesday 21} Genera! paper. 
Thurstay ..22 
| Fridsy ......23..,Mots. adj sums, & gen. pa. 


Any cause intended to be heard as a sho't 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
enema St enc ge r to be so 

heard. Two copies of minutes of the 
peepeest judgment or order must be 
ft with the judge’s clerk one clear 
day before the cause is to be put into 
the paper. 


Chancery Court, IV. 
Ma, Jostice KEKEWI(CH. 

Subject to arrangements for em 
Business Actions for Trial will be taken 
on every day of the Sittings, from 15th 
April to 23rd May, both inclusive. 

Morrons in Actions and Matters proceed- 
ae in the Liverpool and Manchester 

District Registries, will be heard on 
poe April 1%h, and in every 
ment week on Saturdays. 

Other Interlocetory Business from the 
two District Registries will be taken 
every week on alternate Saturdays, 
commenciag with — Business 
on Saturday, April 

Summonses in Seen issued in the 

heard 


commencing with Liverpool 
Scumwonsrs on Friday, April 18th. 
On other days Actions renaterved for 
Trial only will be taken in the order in 
Cause List. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Easter Srrrinas, 1890, 
Causes for Trial or Hearing. 
(Set down to Wednesday, April 9.b, inclas've.) 
Petitions, and Short Cauees will be taken on ths ueual days, as state] 


Motions, 
in the Easter Sittings Paper. 


Actions with and without Witnesses will bs taken by Mr. Jasticoe Kay oa 
the usaal Cause davs ia the order as they stand ia the Causs Book. 
Mr. Jastice Caitty will . Witness Actiors on the — days, viz. :— 


April 29, 30: May 1, 6, 7, 8. 


cwiag & e Sictings. Io 2 weeks 


Hise Lordship will sit in 
whea Non- Witness 


every Monday 


are tak-n 


arther Considerations will be taken on Tuesdays. In the weeks when Witness 


ee are ee Further 
~~ be taken on Sa! 


Mr. Justice S 


Considerations will not be taken on Tucedays, bat 


py et te Sittings. His Lordship will sit 


in Chambers @ 


Mr. Tastice Kekewich Ek td cia tna Aaiien every diy, ia the order as they 


een ts Re Saas See Note on Sittings 
ester District 


Registry Business. 
y ivarned Sune Summonses will bs taken as follows :—Mr. Jastion Kay, 
: ee Jastice Chitty, 


otions, except 
cit py Ag Benet -~x 4 — oa 


eee tae Senmenten, walsh 


North si 


Paper as to Liverpool and Man- 


on 
with Noa-Witaess A 


N.B.-The above note as to adjourned summonees is eabject to alteration as 


their Lordships 
Bofore Mr. ustice Kar. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses and 
withoat wi . 


Sy Featheretonhaugh v 


me 


Banking Co, 


— v Gweral Credit, &, Co act 
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Tn re Pritchard Morgan v Grant act 
wits 


London & North Western Ry Co v 
Evans & Co act 
Skilbeck v Royal Bank of Scotland 
act & m fj 
Smith v Smith act wits 
— v New Brunswick Tradg Co 
wi 


act 

Stacey v Chester act& mfj wits 

Bird v Warren act wits 

Ia re The Met Coal Consumers’ Assocn 
ld & Co’s Acts Expte Radford 
motn 

Jones v Jones act 

De Walden v Marquis of Bristol act 
wits 

In re ube Metn. Coal Consumers’ Assoc. 
ld & Co’s Acts Expte E. Conetancs 
motn (tran:ferred from Mr. Justice 
North 


Taylor v Russell act 

Aluminum Co Id v Alliance Aluminum 
Cold act wits (not before May 15) 

In re Easton Elliott v Bracebridge 


act 
Pascall v Toope & Co act wits (pt hd) 
Batchelor v Western Dietrict Army & 
td Co-operative Soc 1d act (pt 


Willocks vCroaker act wits 

Walker vy Walker act wits 

Sulivan v Butcher 7 fj 

Richards & Co v Butcher & anr poiat 
of law 

Richards v Butcher act wits 

Portier v Talbot act wits 

Lake Valley of Switzerland Ry Cold 
v Bertling sect wits 

The Farmers and Cleveland Dairy Co, 
ld v Enkel act wits 

Simsv Evans Evans v Sims act wits 

Palmer v Manley act wits 

In re Tutill Storey v Bridgland act 


wits 

Widoall vy Thurman 
(Michaelmas) 

In re Ross The Witwatersrand Gold 
Fields Syndicate, 1d v Ross act wits 

Johnston v Bawden act wits 

Coupe v Collyer act 

Storr v Burland act wits 

Wright v Mille act wiis 8 O07 
days after sums disposed of 

In re Metn Coal Consumers’ Assoc, Id 
& Co’s Acts Expte Bishop mtn by 
order (transferred from Mr Justice 
Chitty) 

In re the same & Co’s Acts Expte 
Hayes motn by order (transferred 
from Mr Justice Chitty) 

In re the same & Co’s Acts Expte 
Snell motn by order (transferred 
from Mr Justice Chitty) 

In re the eame & Co’s Acts Exp‘e 
Holl motn by order (transferred 
from Mr Justice Stirling) 

In re the eame & Co’s Acts Expte 
Browne motn by order (transferred 
from Mr Justice Norih) 

Phillips v Grossbaum acts wits 

The Antifriction, &c, Co, ld v Little 


act wits 
Guardisns of St Saviour’s Union v 
Vestry of 8: Mary, Newington act 


wits 
Barham Brick, &c, Co, 1d v Margetts 
act wits 


In re The Metn Coal Consumers’ Assoc, 
1d, & Co’s Acts Expte Matherson 
motn wits lit by order 

Att-Geo. — Ch k Local Board v 

usery act wits 

In re Elwell Elwell yElwell act wits 

In re Newport Elwinv Pillow act & 
m f j wits 

vironmonger act wits 

Morris v Bickley act wits 

Booth v Smith act wits 

Hunt v Sussex Portland Cement Co, 


act wits 


1d act wits 
———— & aa mentors, &e. vy Lon- 
County 0, act wits 
Stéel vy Long act nhs 
Walker vy Meta Cosl Consumers’ Aron 
1d act wits 


In re Williams Morgan v Williams 
stk&mifj wits 
- Bate Pelmer v Seago act 


Hope v Comte d’Hedouville act 
In re Metn Coal Consumers’ Assocn 
ld & Co’s Act (expte Aston) motn by 
order 
Copnal v Bennett act wits 
Siemers v E. Breffiit & Co, ld aot 
wits. Not before point of law dis- 
posed of 
Higgins v Bennett act wits 
In re Metn Coal Consumers’ Assocn 
ld & Co’s Acts (expte Green) motn 
by order 
In re Same (expte Groves) motn by 
order 
In re Northern Electric Wire & Cable, 
&c, Co & Co’s Acts motn by order 
Turton v Manchester Carriage & Tram- 
ways Co act wits 
Shrewsbury & Talbot Cab, &c Co, 1d 
v Shaw act wits 
MacCalmont v Thompson act wits 
In :e Perry Walker v Walker act 
and motn for judgt wits 
Re Metn Coal Consumers’ Assocn !d 
and Co’s Acts (expte Riley Lord) 
motn by order 
Re the Same (expte Lord) motn by 
order 
McMaordo v Baird act wits 
In re Ruseell In re Denne Denne v 
Robinson act wits 
James v J. Rose Bros. act wits 
James v Rose & Co act wits 
Liusada v Popham act wits 
Inre Cave RuffvSivers spe 
Pinto Leite v Pin‘'o Leite act wits 
Levy v Minchin act wits 
Incandescent Gas Light Cold v Mactear 
act wits 
Mactear v Incandescent Gas Light Co 14 
act wits 
Mansell v Tibbetts act wi's 
Roberts v Wood act wits 
Walton v Geddes act wits 
Granger v Williams act wits 
Sellers v Snowden act wits 
Jevons v Robioson act wits 
Pope v Lewes act wits 
Waymouth v Heath act wits 
Wentworth v Hull, &, Railway Co 
act 
Crosbie v Healing act 
Webb v Antill act 
Jerse v Raffell act wits 
Ia re Roper, Baxton v Skeldon act 
wits 
Hair vy Geddes act wits 
Read v Nesling act wita 
Sykes v Burr act 
In re the Aurum Co Id & Co’s Acta 
(Expte Sulybach) motn by order 
In re the Sams Co (Expte Istel) motn 
by order 
In re the Same Co(Expte Labbe) motn 
by order 
Merton v Marsh act wits 
Bartt vy City & Home Counties, &c, 
Building «| act 
Siemens v E Breffit & Co poiat of law 
Johnstone v Mappin act, wis 
Thomas v Thomas act, wits 
Cattermole v Tollemache act 
Davis v Solomon act, wits 
Schlesinger v Bedford act 
S-hlesinger v Turner act 
Simpson v Bottomley act, wits 
Buxton v Crawshaw act, wits 
Thompson v Norfolk act, wite 
Picard & Frere vy Rasmussen, Webb, & 
Co act, wits 
& tons v W Flatau mf j 
trested as trial (ist day of actions) 
Patmore v Bell act, wits 
In re Wilkiason, Brown v Wilkinson 
m f j short 
Chambers v Port act, wits 
Provan v Patterson act, wits 
Smith vy Rogers act 


Adjourned Summonses. 

In re Porter & Collins & V & P Act, 

1874 By order 

In re Beale, Banbury v Rokeby (Nut 
before April 20) 

In re Bacifico’s Will, Wright & Coy 
Mills 

In re Neil, Hemming v Neil (and 

Sapreme Court Act, 1872) 

In re Westrope Sale v Bowman 

Ia re Baker, dec Tucker y Brown 

In re Stuart Noel v Stuart 





Warwick, &e Coy Burman ct wits 
Batters v Mellor get 


In re Furber Blandy v Rooke 
In re Roberts Roberts v Wain 
In re Boyd Neild v Black 





Before Mr. Justice Caitry. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses) 
In re Phillips, dec Rogers v Bulleck 
adj sumns with wits by order 
Thompson v McMurdo act (May 20) 
Brown on behalf &c v The North 
Carolina Estates Co ld Robins v 
Brown act & m fj 
King v Palmer act 
The Briton Medical & General Life 
Assocn Id v Steward act 
In re J. A. Read’s Settlement Baile: 
v Lees adj originating sums wi 
witc by order 
Henderson v The Bank of Australasia 
act 
Lavy v Pound act 
In re W Rackham, dec Ormandy v 
Rackham act 
Same action Trial of third 
notices served by defts, EA 
ham, R N Cook, & Wm Forester 
Brabszon v Green & anr act 
Cartwright v Brown act 
Lawrence v Horton act 
Tyson v Coen act 
The Metropolitan Music Hall Co, ld v 
Lake & enr act &mfj 
Phillips v Thomes 
In re A O’Connor, dec 
Heritage act 
Layard v Hilleary act 
Boyle, ——< & Cov Sacker act 
Earl of Derby v Sarl aot 
London & County Banking Co v 
Turner act 
Tweedale v Ashworth Bros act 
Greenway v Greenway act 
Martin v Heath Dear v Dear 
solidated actions 
In re F Watkins, dec Watkins v Wat- 
kins act&mf j 
Murray v Brockman act 
Lewis’s v Lewis’, 1d act 
The Western Wagon & Property Co, 
ld v West act 
In re Wreake,dec Wreaks v Creswick 
act 
Betjemann v The New Civil Service 
Co-operation, ld act 
Morris v Bebro (1888—M—3,273) aot 
Morris v Bebro (1889—M—66) act 
Doulton & Co v The Greenbank Alkali 
Works C>, ld act (set down by order) 
Toe W:lthamstow Local Board vy 
Staines act & moin for judgt 
In re Meeus Application of Louis 
Meeus to register opposition of 
Blankenheym & anor adji sums for 
registration of Trade Mark (with 
witns by order) 
In re Smith’s Trusts Champ v 
Marshallsay (construction) a4j sums 
Biggs v Clark action 
Atkinson v Atkinson (2) action 
The United Telephone Co ld v J B 
Sausders & Co action 
Roberts v Fisher Fisher v Roberts 
action 
In re Jno Skipper, dec Ledger v 


ack- 


Smith v 


con- 


Barlow action 
Joslin vy Massey action 
Hyslop v Morel Bros. act (set down 


by order) 

De Buriatte v Sir John Bennett ld 
act 

Bolton vy Salmon & ors act 

Chapman v Caledonian Insce Co act 
In re Hudsondec Haris v Strachan 


act 
Bosdet & Co v Leeds Fire Clay Co ld 
action 
Bradley v The London Electric Supply 


wae act 

The Richmond Main Sewage Beard v 

Dickinson act 

Jones vy Hughes act 

Dashwood v Magniac act 

Courtney v Farmer act 

In tre Oliver Estcourt dec Berry v 
Estcourt act 


Lane v Burton act (set down by order) 
Guwodchild v Houssart act 

M. Melacrino & Co vy Ainsworth & ors 
act and moto for jud 

M. Melacrino & Coy B. M. Melacrino 





Inre King Salisbury v Ridley 


. or v The Bulfonteia Mining Co 

act 

Holly v Emmett act 

In re Cotterell’s Trusts Expte E. C, 
Cotterell adjd summs (cross exam 
by order) 

Blagdes v Selby act 

Ia re W E Jones, dec, Jones v Green- 
wood act 

Ramuz v Earl Sondes act 

Esden v Lakeman act 

Arnold & Sons v Lynch & Co (1889 


A 739) act 

Arnold & Sons v Lynch &Co (1889 
A 480) act 

Southard v Watson act 

Harrison v Tyerman aot 

Davies v Ellis act 

Hill v Zeffertt act 

Carter v Robinson act 

Stanhope v Allen act 

Parker v The Horbury Loval Board 


act 
In - Samuel Rees, dec, Rees v Jones 


ac 
Ellmer v The London & Colonial 
Finance Corporta, ld act 
Sampson v The Royal Aquarium Sam- 
mer & Winter Garden Soc, 1d act 
Peddle v Cleaver act . 
Breeden v The Automatic Box Co, ld 


act 
Riche v Erlam act 


Causes for Trial (without witnes:es). 

Attorney-Gen v Talbot act 

Att-Gen v Bardsley and ora act 

Jones v Badger adj sums to take 
affidavit off file (so April 24) 

In re Mawdsley, dec, Mawdsley v 
Gemmell adj sums (construction) 

Tn_re Bassett’s Estate Willmott v 
Bassett adj sums (costs of action) 

MoMallon v Ostle act 

In re G French’s Estate Austin v 
French adj sums (constraction) 

Automatic Weighin Machiae Co v 
Knight (taxation) adj sums 

In re W T Howell’s Account & Met 
Board of Works (expte London 
County Council taxation) adj sums 

Elliott y Weymouth (objections to 
certificate) adj sums 

In re J C Cowley’s Will F H Cowley 
v Cowley adj sums (Order 54) 
(expte Residuary Legatees 

In re J C Cowley’s Will Julia Cowle 
vCowley (exp'e Exora & Trustees 
adj sums 

In re Northern Counties of England 
Fire Insxe Co ld_ taxation (expte 
Official Liquidator) adj sums 

In re Joseph Hudson’s Estate Bell v 

Hudson (expte Inderwick) adj 


sums 
In re Shanklin Esplanade Pier Co ld 
(expte W Austin) adj sums 
In re C Tunno’s Estate Raikes v 
Raikes (expte Plitff) construction 
adj sums 
In re J Tyrrell, dec, Birmingham & 
Dudley District Banking Co v 
Tyrrell (expte Lioyd’s Bank of 
Birmingham, creditors) adj sums 
Io re J Tyrrell, dec Birmingham & 
Dudley District Banking Co ¥v 
Tyrrell (expte E Tailby, creditor) 
a0j sums 
Corporation of Bacup v Smith (Expte 
syor, &c, of Bacup) adj sums 
In re Pritchard & Co, id, Claim against 
W O Pritchard (Expte Official 
Liquidator) adj sums 
In re Wezdon's Settlement Trusts, 
Atkins v Andrew exec of trusts 
adj sums 
Pieschel vy Paris (Expte Christ’s Hus- 
pital) adi, sums 
Pieschel vy Parf® (Expte London Hos- 
pital) adj sums 
Flower vy Green act &m fj 
Proctor v The Consolidated Uo ld mota 
to restrain interference with goods 
comprised ia Billof Sale (set down 
by order) : 
In re Ann Ingilby’s estate Croskeli v 
Ingilby 6j sume (construction) 
Matthews v Burgess motn of Pliff A 
H Dunn for com (set down by order) 
In reC P Henderson’sestate Hender- 
son vy Grimshaw adj sume (Order 55) 





& ors act 
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a re T Trumper’s Estate Evans v 

ee (ante ot JB Evans and 
anr) adj sume 

Jn re Sir R Loder, Bart, dec Stewart 
v adj sums 

Townson v Je3son act (Leicester DR) 

In re The British Port end Channel 
Dock Co ld (8 C Riddle’s claim) 
expte Official Liquidator adj sums 

In re wk dec Merton v Keelin; 
claim of Sarl, assignee of A 
Digby 24) sums 

In re Betts’ Settlement Trusts Camp- 
bell v Starling claim of Jno Hales 


sums 

In re Dun Waters Settlement Dun 
Waters v Godwin (expte C Dun 
Waters) adj sums 

Coape v Robinson motn for judgt 
(short) 

Shackleton v Dickinson (partition) 
construction adj sums 

In re T W a s Estate Francis v 
Brace expte Francis (Order 55) adj 
eums 

In re Johannesburgh Hotel Co ld 
(Gardner’s case) adj sums 


Farther Considerations. 
In re Huskisson, dec Stanyon v Bas- 
kisson fur con 
In re R Blackwell, dec Cutler v 


Sanders 
In re J W Blackwell, dec Cutler v 
bers 


Cham 

Cutler v Blackwell consolidated 2ad 
farcon (short) 

Markwell v Scott fur oon 

In re Emma Johnson dec Ashton v 
Matthews 

In re Geo Johnson deo Hogg v John- 
zon sub farther con 





Before Mr. Justice NoRTH. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Phillips v Atkins’ Filter, &c, Co, 1d act 

Levy & Co v Wartmann act 

Wait v Watt act 

Ayscough v Baller act 

Temple v Sweetman 
Temple act 

Mallam v Mallam act 

Forder v Hall act 

Parrett v Loxley act 

Jameson v Levy act 

Attorney-Gen v Morgan act 

Pernell v Halkett Halkett v Parnell 
act 

Day v Foster act 

Allen v Cook act 

Mayor, &c, of Wolverhampton v Bils- 
ton Township Coms act 

Bence v Watling act 

Fietcher v Golland act 

Ia re King, Portway v Boeching aot 

Lescher v Hart act 

Gas Patents Syndicate, ld, v Lindeay 
act 

Roper v Ooregum Gold Mining Co of 
India, ld act 

McCoan v McClinton act 

Willoughby v Paulet, Brandon v Wil- 
lovghby act (8014 days after filing 
of suffict ans) 

Philippe v Whitehead ac! & m fj 

Barnett & Elers, ld vy Day act 

Jones v Headley act 

Smith v Hanbury act 

In re Harrison, Usher v Harrison act 

jaube vSpratt act 

In re Webster, Webster v Webster act 

Low v Bouverie act 

Lane v Godfrey act 

fa re ae. Owen v Morgan Morgan 
v Vaug act 

Woodhead v Rowe act 

In re Holmes Farrar v Edleston act 

Peters vy Castle act 

In re Lawes Baylis vy Reos act 

Warren v Bligh act 

Scholes v Brook act 

Black v Lee act 

Russell v Smith act 

Weatherell v Pitt Thompron v 
Weatherall act & third party notice 
of defts Pitt and Scott 

Williams v Bird act 

Barnett v Taylor act & m fj 

Stuart v Hobson act 

Potter v Passbury Grain Syndicate, Id 


uot 
Bigwood y Same act 


Sweetman v 








In re Staley Staley vy Goodwin act 

Davillier v MeMurdo act 

Collard v Ramuz act (not before 1 
Dec 1890 


Stanley v Troup act 
Turnock v_ Sartoris Turnock v 
Green act 


Shaw v Ritchie act 

Banks v Johnson act 

Walton v Boone act 

Appleby Bros ld v Stewart act 

Bowes v Purdue act 

White v Turner act 

Hornsey Local Board v Elder act 

Pountney v Faller act 

Lands Trading Cold v Rogers act 

Hards v Ford, Liloyi & Co ant and 
motn for judgt 

Allen vy Terry act 

Taylor v Cooke act 

The Beck Gas Engine Co ld v Evans 
act 

Peacs v J. Ashforth & Cold act 

Ilbert v Norris act 

Smith vy Aadrews act 

Z-ffertt v Park act 

In re Sharpe In re Beanett The 
Masonic &c Assce Co vSharpe act 

Cossey v Roser act 

Chester v Harris act 

Cowley v Stocker act 

Societe Anonyme des Mines et Fonderies 
de Zinc de la Veille Montague v 
Jerrard act 

A Pirie & Sons ld v Goodall & Son 
act & motn 

Commercial Bank of Sootland Id v 
Sanders act 

Mote v Sarl act 

Burgess v Van Hoydonck act 

Matthews v Martian act 

Hart v Hyde act 

Gall v Grain act 

Hozeldine v Hazeldine act 

Rickett v Bennett act 

Harrison, Ainslie & Co vy Mayor &o of 
Faorness act 

Ballard v Hover act 


Causes for Triel (without Witnesees). 

Bellamy v Debenham act 

In re De Blaquiere Davidson v De 
Blaquie-e act 

Inre Probert Jones v Probert act 

Saul v Simmons motn for jadgt (to 
come on first day after depositions 
are filed) 

Swaffield v Robinson aot 

== Carliele Clegg v Clegg point of 
aw 

In :e J. Brown Townsend v Brown 
motn for judgt 

Bax v Shillcock motn for judgt 

In re Birmingham Concert Hall Co ld 
— ordered to go into non-witness 
iat 

In 1e Dore Gallery, 1d & Co’s Acts 
_— ordered to go into non-witaess 


t 
Wooliscroft v Rhead point of law 
Elve v Boyton act 
Adjourned Summonses. 
In re the ld & Co’s Acts 
Caldwell v Matthews appl of pits pt 


hd 

Caldwell v Matthews appl of E. 
Holmes pt hd 

In re Gt Northern & L & N Western 
Joint Committee & Risley Grammar 
School and V & P Act 

In re Porter Porter v De Quetteville 

In re Brown Penrose v Ma 

In re Wall Durham v Braikerridge 

Script Ph apby Co ld v Grigg 

In re Lamb mb v Watson 

Inre Eagle Eagle v Cardinall 

In re Worswick Roson v Worewick 

In re Queensland Land & Coal Co }d & 
Sir J B Darvell Davis v Watkin 

In re Campbel] Clarke v Marquis of 
Lorne 

In re Moore & Rawlins &o (taxation) 

In re W B Palmer &» (taxation) 

Ia re Simon Simon wv Simon 

Inre J E Robson (taxation) 

In reFrrrand Hopkineon v Hailetone 

In re Morgan Hill v Williams 

In re Fe v Thompson 

In re Holliday Wi v Harry 

Allea v Cook 

Syer v Gladatone 

In re Alebury Sugdea v Akbury 


E 





In re Vaughan Macintosh v Dodds 

re Whitehouse ose v Whitehouse 
In re Whitehouse Roee v Whitehonse 
In re Howe Machine Co Id & Co’s 


Acts 
as aad Fontaine v Howe Machine 


In re Mearbeck Acaster v Ward 

In re G Layton D uglas Quintin Steel 
&anor (taxation) 

Pirie & Sons, ld v Goodall & Son 

Sykes v Wigfield 

In re Mansel Rhodes v Jenkin 


Further Considerations. 
In re Eagles Eagles v Eagles fur 
on (pt hd) 
In re Liewellyn Lane v Lane far 


con 

Wilkinson v Alcock far oon 

Cook v Howes furcon (-hort) (SO 
two months by orde -, 22 March, 1890) 

In ra Watkins Payne v Payne third 
fur con 

Bedford vy Deakeford far con 

In re Prytherch Prytberch v Williams 
fur con 





Before Mr. Jastice Stra.ine. 
Caussa for Trial (with witnesses). 
J Rolls & Sone, !¢ v G Rolls & ors 
act 


Easton v Dawney act 

Sohammer v Keeb!e act 

Blyth v Fladgate act 

Morgan v Blyth act 

In re J. Davis Joseph v Davis act 
Smith v Blyth act 

In re Senior, Powell v Senior act 
Hawkios v Tucker act 

Forder & Co, 13, v Forder Bros & Co 


act 

Marshall v Lan ley act 

Rylande v ley's Patent &c Bottle 
Co, ld act 

Post v Michsll act 

Mokrouo:ki v Earl of Winchelsea act 

Botham v | act 

American xchange & v Gilliz 
Leslie vy American Exchange &c 


act 

Wool v Barker act 

Young v Everett act 

Iu re Warburton & Co id & C.’s Acts 
mota by order 

Williams v Marshall act 

Newcombe v Paulet act 

Howard v Goliand act 

JBOrr &Coldv J.B. Ore act 

Harwood v Butcher act 

Bullock v Lockett act 

Lowther v Caledonian Ry Cv act 

Hibbert v Lloyd (liberty to amend, 
&c) act 

Kempson v Jackson act 

Steers v Rogers act and m fj 

Williams v Williams act 

Grindley v Harris act 

Bullock v Smale act 

Bayley v Gubbias act 

Wa'ters v Smith & Co act 

Illingsworth v Topham act 

British Tanoiog Co, ld v Groth act 

Bayley v Mason act 

Willoughby v McBeath act 

Hu me v Savege act 

Bibby v Chetwynd, Bart act 

Collick v Fullagar act 

Cuoper v Power act 

Coulson vy Coulson act 

Baisa v Shaw act 

United Telephone Co, Id vy Cox- Walker 


act 
Crisp v Houghton act 
Mayar v Begaerts act 
Goulton v Cooke act 
Parry v Jones act 
Reeve (T: , &o) v Haller act 
Fiddaman v Wenman act 


Attorney-Gea v Edwards act 
Davis v Brushfield act 


act 
v Manchester, &, Ry Co act 
Michell v Eker act 
Cliff.rd vy Wilmot act & m fj 
Doason ¢ Dodson act 
Gisborne v Shipping Appliances Co, id 


act 
Colmer vy Maule act 
Ia re the Canadian Direct Meat Supply 


Co, Id, and Co’s Act motn by order p 





The Gen. Auction, Estate, and Mons- 


tary Co v Smith act 
Palframan v Shepperd act 

In re Peacock Peacock vy Croft act 
Savory v Savory act 


Cauees for Trial without Witnesses and 
Adjourned Summonees. 
Ia re the Credit Co, Id & Co’s Acts 


adj sume 

In re Blumberg & Co, ld & Co’s Acts 
adj sume 

Feeega \ Law Guarantes & Trust Soc, 


a 

In re E Rosher Milroyy Hulkes adj 
sums 21 March, 1889 

ln re Rosher Milroy v Rosher adj 
sume datei 21 March, 1889 

In re Rosher Rosher v Hulkes adj 
sums dated 5 Dec, 1888 

{a re Baskerville Soott v Gardiner 


act 
Andrews v Uthwatt act (not before 
April 21) 


Campbell v Isaacs act 
In re pa Tanner v Armstrong act 


(pt 

Griffith v Pound adjd sums restored 

fa re A M Woods’ Ships’ Woodite Pro- 
testioa Co, ld & Co's Acts adj sums 

In re Hamilton’s Estate Crabtree v 
T ppiage adj sums 

Walkers v Llo adj sums 

Ia re F Alien, 1d, & Co’s Acts adj 
sums 

Boaler v Brodburst adj sams 

In oF y Fisher v Doody (expte 
pl 2] 

la re Doody Fisher v Doody (expte 
Grace Street) adj sums 

Sykes v Crust adj sums 

In re Wright Davis v Wright (claim 
of E Wright) 

In re Wright Davis v Wright (claim 
of F Andrews) 

Bibby v Chetwynd adj sams 

Howes v Lucas act 

Inre Brown Sydney vSameon adj 


eums 

We-t rn Counties Ry Co v Anderson 
adj sums 

In re Jackson Lonsdale v Jackson 
adj sums 

In re Wilson Marsh v Wilson adj 
suns . 


Inre Sam; ajj sums 
Iare Pearcy Manning v Fell adj 


sums 

In re The House Im mt and 
Supply Assoc, id & Co's Acts adj 
sums 

In re Wardell Kingston v Taylor adj 
sums 

Young v Harris adj sums 

In re Jobnson Johnson v Johnson 
adj sume 

Inre Fox Fox v Fox point of law 

In re Lewis Jenkins v Lewis adj 


sums 

In re J Page & 10 & 11 Vic, & adj 
sums 

In re J Page & 10 & 11 Vic, & adj 
sums 

Guardians of Tend:iag Union v Dow- 


tea Forth h Barre F 
re tt ay- 
bough a3) sams rae a 
In re Dowell Cooper v Dowell adj 
eums 

Waliey v Les wa 

In re Richards Humber v Richards 
adj sume (expte S H Gell) 

In re same Sawe v Same adj sums 
expte C Horner 


In Teenpen 5 Thompeoa 
re vevens ¥ 

feo after Officia! Referee’s report 
a? Langdon, 


fo 
Ie re McClelland MoKee vy Weir fo 
Ia re Jones Jones vy Jenkina fur con 
Thorne v fur con 
Briton Medical & 9 Assoo vy Scott fur 


oon 
In re Poole Baylis y Hanson far co. 


and 4 adj eumme 
man vw Wileon fur con after 
al Referee's report 
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In re Goodes Taylor v Collier fur 


Apollinaria Co, ld, v Snook (trading, 
con &o) act 
In re Eyton Forty v Charlee fur 


) 
Gardiner v Mayor, &c, of Newbury act 
Fletcher v Wood act 
Stephenson v Simpson act 
— vy Adams Adams v Adams 


con 
In re Wolmershauren Wolmershausen 
v Wolmershausen fur con 


Before Mr. Justice KekEwIcu. 
Causes for Trial (with witneeser). 
Transferred from Justices Nort and 

STir.inG, for Trial or Hearing only 
—by Order, dated Aug 22, 1889. 
Duncan v Dixon act 
House “> &o, Co, Id v Projectile 





Sichel vy Wileon act 

Reid v Scott act 

Davenport v Read act 

Fitzherbert v Edwards act 

In re Lewin, In re Gladwin, Lewin v 
Fox act 

Evans v Rees act 

Thowas v Hankey act 

Minera v H-nry act 

Nundy v Seal act 

Butler v Salter act 

McClatchiev Haslam act 

Savage v Tidman act 

Tidman v Savage ast 
Kay, J.) 

Tatham v Hewiit act (shor!) 





In re or Rumsey v Shaw axt 

Bristol Pert Ry & Pier Co v Mayor, 
&e, of Bristol act 

Ritson v Hendon Paper Works Co ld 


act 
Inre Smith Stockley vy Lee act pt hd 


(trans. from 


Transferred from Justices CuiITTY, 
Norrtu, and Strrzine, for Trial cr | Filder v Hollings act 
Hearing only—by Orcer, dated Mar | Grosvenor v Thomson act 
5, 1890. Price v King act 
Birkin v Wing act Berens v Thomas act 
Aasv Benham act Lakin v Wateon act 
Handley v Hazlehurst act Bown v Centaur Cycle Co act 
Municipal Freehold Co, 1d v Viscount | In re Warner, Warner v Warner act 
Pollizgton act & m ¥j j Holroyd v Kempf act 
Strousberg v Sanders act Streeter v Halliday act 
Hoskins v Salzmann act Johnson v Frances act 
Rawes v Chance Bros aot Bown v Hart the jun act 
— v Ashley act Cotton v Pooles act 
Peacock v Beadel act | Knaggs v Cameron act 
Pegler v Harris act | Herlitz vy Lamm act 
Baxter v Taylor act Jones v Dinas Steam Colliery Co, Id a-t 
Langrish v Weeks act Abdy v Hesketh, Bart act 
Whiteley v James act James v Smith act 
Allen v Parkes act Scrutton v Massey act 
Schwartz v Webber Bowyer v Burton ast 
j Richards v Wasbrough act 
Baiiward v Da la Ch-pe'le act 
Robertson v Robertson act 
Callow v Elgood act 
Callow v Texas, &c, Co, ld act 
Stelfox v Abbotts act 
Lindray, Gracie, & Co v Northumber- 
lard, &c, Aseoo act 
Farrer v Gwynne act 
De Francesco v Barnum act 
Smith v Kennedy act 
Stephens v Hawthorne act 
Evans v Mason act 
Lougher v Hern act & m fj 
Macleod v Luce act 
In re Sellara Sellars v Fearuley act Dewrance & Co v Bell’s Asbe-to: Co, 
Saunders v J Brown & Co,1d act | _1d_ act 
In _ re Fuller, Smith & Taner & Hughes v Bird act 
Patents, &e, Acts adj sum Franceero vy Barnum act 
Brown & = v v Loperist Central Bahia Howe v Smithurst act 


act & motn for 


judgt Ae 
Florence vy Mailinson act 
Pound v Ellis act 


act 
v Macdonald &Co act 

bea v Singer act 

Foyster v Tacker act 
Tapeon v Bosworthick act 
White v Braund act 
Wainwright v Ditcham act 
Capaficcio Ferrareee vy Mylrea act 
Patchett v Burnbam ct 
Dicker v Popbam, Radford, & Co act 
jecere v Farr act 


Sn te Bice Mt Books & ©: 0 | laity Wile on eee 
te Broo ro: ee son ag ; q 
Brooks Rosev Brooks act — a ne et (epgeenes fe 


n) 
Oscar, Sutton & Co. 
(Removed to London) 


Kroll v Brand act 


Le 
Sutcliffey Wardle act . altos 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
Landon Gazctte.— FRIDAY, April 4, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

LIMITED Im CHANCERY. 


Groncs Parkrston & Co, Limitep—Creditors are required on or before May 1, 
to send their names end addresses, and —————— of their debts or claims, 
= William Frederick Morris, 100, King st, 
EY ABD SuirPinc Co nam an order made by Kay, J, Gated 
rt 


IMITED— an order made by Burling o dated Saturday, 
2, pe was gee that the company be wound up Peacock & Goddard, 


. solors for petners 
Mow BatHamsrrre 1 In0n AND SrsxL Co, Lrurrep—Petn for winding up, > 
sented March 21, i, Guaseee to be heard Deteee Chitty, J, on op Seer A 


', Gray's a4, agent tor Paisley, or petner 

Nosru Sramisu Strver Mises, Liurren—Kay, J, , by an order dated March 
28, Frederic John Young, 41, Co st, to be official liguidator 
ba ape seqmived,, 90, ot betese Eke 7, to send thelr names and addresses, 

particulars of their de a oF clalias above Tuesda ay 20, 
A, ay Ed and adjudicsting u fie Cats and deime “ 
QUICKSE ven Eorares, Limirep— ing, J, bas fixed Tuesday, 

pg ABEll 15, af 12. at hie chamber, for the appotntment of an official liquidator 


, Lamirep—Petn for wind 
“April, rected tobe heard betoure North, J, on April 19 Martin E'shivronske 
solors tor 
" Teteve May 10, te cand (how appre eek mbteincs eat Cop re ne 
names addresses, art of their 
Sie ‘aime, to Mr James Martin, 4, King st, Cheapside Stoc 
Walbrook, solors tor iquidator i ¥ oS 


UnsLaMrren 18 CHANCERY, 


AL AND Saweme Co—Min 
the appointmen 


Weer Hinine Commxnctan J, has fixed Wed 
April 16, at 12, at hie chambers, tor ‘f an official Uquidetor 








County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
GEORGR FORRESTER & LIMITED —The Vice-Chancellor has, by an order dateg 
March 4, appointed net Douglas Eshelby, 24, North John st, Liverpool, to 
be official liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES. 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
as FRIENDLY Society, Rehoboth Tent, Corris, R.S8.0., Merioneth 
2 


Ap 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, April 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN ee 
BisHop’s CREEK GoD Mrintne Co, Lruurrep—Kay, J, bes Sane April 15, at 11, at 
chambers, for the ap ointment of an Dal hi Thiqui 
Ecron Co. Limrrep—Creditors are required, ou or aeons "May 8. to send their 
names and addresses, and the a of their debts or claims, to Mr, 
— 80, Cornhill Kerley, Gt Winchester-street, solors for 
STANDARD PORTLAND C8MENT CO, LimiTED—Petn for winding up. presented 
April 2. Spat to be heard before North, J, on Saturday, April 19 Chinery 
& A ra ON ge pe st. solors for petners 
XETER At. Liwitgp—Ry an order made by Kekewich, J. dated 
March 29, it was coaaved that the sewers be wound up Field & Co, Lincoln's 
inn fields, agents for Smith & Co, Birmingham, solors for petners 
W J Bargon & Sons, Luwirep—Oreditors are required, on or before May 6, to 
send thoir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Henry Spain, 76, Coleman st_ Tuesday, May 13, at 12, is appointed for hear. 
ing peony adj rp red upon the — and claims 
ba apap ere are required, on or before May 12, 
to send hn. sames. ‘cnn addreases, an the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Sir J _ Stokes, 11, Queen Victoria st “Tinklater & Co, Bond ct, Walbrook, 
solors for liquidators 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Ope man Bie wae FRIENDLY Socrety, Cambrian Railways Offices, Oswestry, 
op 

HART eUny BENEFIT Socrery, C: Arms, Hartpury, Gloucester April 2 
PARADISE REGAINED ae, ‘a otel, Market st, Bury, Lancaster apne 
UNITED FURRIERS BENEFIT Socrety, Greyhound Tavern. 210, Old st yg 
WOoBUEN FRIENDLY BENEFIT Socrety, Royal Oak, Wooburn, Bucks April 2 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day oF CLam, 
London Gasette.—FRIDAY, March 28. 
Amos, JoHN WoopHay, St Laundry Peon Rayne, Louisiana, America. May 


31. Creery v Amos. North, ‘a ril 
“tl I Viaviside v Cartwright. Pritchard & 


Boygs. Emity, Walmer, Kent. 
Marshall, Gracech 
Hupson, JoHN GODFREY BELLINGHAM, Robertsbridge, Sussex, Esq. April 24, 
Boulderson 4 Inderwick, Chit . Sykes, Surrey st, Stranc 
endon st. ottingham. April 26. Nussey v Feather- 
stonhaugh, Ohitty, J. Taylor, Batley 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
—_ Day oF CLAM. 
London Gasette,—TUESDAY, March 2 
Avrunce WILLIAM, Gateshead, “Gent, April 10. mous & Gibson, Newcastle 


upon Tyne 
ALVIS, “OUIBA, New Passage, Glos. Mayi1. Gill & Bush, Bath 


BAcKHOUSE, THoMAS, Ambleside, Westmorland, retired Builder. May 1. 
& Son, Ambleside 
mer ame Seymour st, Connaught sq. May 1. 
rtman sq 
BARBAELE, coum, St Mary’s sq, Paddington, Gent. May 1. Hortin, Edgware 


. Hyde pk 
BRAND EAM. ARTHUR, Scarborough, Esq. April22. Tate & Oo, Scarborough 
Buriey, ANNIE Fawcett, Kippax, Yorks. May7. Phillips, Castleford 


BUTLER, ARTHUR, Lee —, Blackheath, Esq. May 1. Bridgman & Willcocks, 
College hill, Cannon st 
But eR, SARAH, Listerhills, Bradford. May1. Freeman, Bradford 


Cure, be The Avenue, Brondesbury. May 9. Godwin, North bidgs, 


nsbury 
CLARKE, MARY ANNE R¢ckKE, Cheltenbam. April9. Bubb & Co, Cheltenham 
CouLTER, EDwAkD Tuomas, Faversham, Kent, Hay Merchant. May 24, Tassell 
& Son, Favers' 
OursinoHAm, Tuomas, Manchester, Confectioner. April 5. Lambert, Man- 
chester 
—. athe Moore park rd, Fulham. April 22. Ross & Douglas-Norman, 
ew ey 8! 
D1gGLz, Racuet, Whitefield, Lancs. April1i0. Grundy & Co, Manchester 
Dusrorp, THOMAS JOHN, jun, Deverell st, New Kent rd, Fish Salesman. April 19. 
Holder & Wood, Cheapside 
Drezr, Davip, Swansea, Shoemaker. May1. Linton & Kenshole, Aberdare 
DYkxkz, esnesnae, St. James’s st, Essex rd, Islington. April19 Holder & Wood, 


3 
yen, AMES, Brixton hill, Surrey Gent April 30 Stones & Oo, Finsbury 


cus 
FOWLER, VALENTINE, Scarborough, Gent. April 22, Tate & Co, Scarborough 
Greer, Joun, Soathampton, Boot Maker. April 26, King, Bristol 

Gnas, Conary, St. outs rd, Kentish Town, Oompositor. April 80. Edwards 


oor, 

Guy, CHaRrtoits, Geiosborough, May 1. Iveson & Son, Gainsborough 

Harrenr, SARan, Scarborough. April22. Tate & Co, Scarborough 

iawngee, yaad Runopa, Stanwix, Cumberland, April 21, Donald & Ostell, 
ar a 

heme Jounm JULIAN, ag ee pins, Shepherd's Bush rd, Accountant. 


12. Crosse & 
Jon, Evizanern, Pickes ing. Yorks, wey 20. Hall, Pickering 


LANGDALE, Tom Laitixy, Scarborough. Apr 22. Hearfields & Lambert, 


Heelis 
Cooper & Bake, Portman 


LANGHOEM, JACKSON, Liverpool, Fruiterer, April 26. Rudd, Liverpool 





Lonoven, Sir Hewny Ff yy Bournemouth, K © B, General in H M’s 
Army, May 3, 


& Longden, Old Jewry 
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LUKIN, — Bryan, Salisbury, Hants. April 21. Candy & Candy, South- 
NEWTON, » HARRY Ropart, Weybridge, Surrey, Architect. May 8. Bell & Oo, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 


in 
NOYES, SaMURL 
the Sanctuary 
PARSONS, HARBY, Y Newport, Mon, Tanner. Mayi. Pain & Son, Newport 


Poason, Puirie Francis, Belvoir, Leics, Farmer. May 1. Oberbach, Nottiog- 
ae JANE BRUCE, 4 st, Islington, Restaurant Keeper. May 8. Boulton 


io, Northampton 
Rawonn, ‘EDWARD igano G REEN Emmott, Rawdon Grange, Yorks, retired 
or General. ‘Taylor & Co. 3 Field ct, Gray’s inn 
SCRASE, Henny, , Basset, ou thampton, Brewer. May 1. Candy & Candy, 
SHaw, ices, Anerl 
Ma 


retired Inspector General Madras Army. 
Stanton & & Bassott outhampton 


SMITH, RAM, Luton, Beds, SI hocdeniors y= 10. Ewen & Roberts, Luton 
ia BARTHOLOMEW, Paxford, Worcs, Baker. April 25. Barkes, Moreton 


THORLEY, CHARLES CORNELIUS, Tantei Ww retired Draper. May 9. 

Andrew & Cheale, Tunbri ” ane 

VEALE, HENRY, Dartmouth, B any , * 22. Square, Dartmouth 

WILEINSON, WILLIAM, St. James’s terrace Paddington, May 1. Saxton & 
M Somerset st, Portman sq _ . 

WILLacy, » Morecambe, Lancs. May1. Clark & Oo, Lancaster 

Womsw. JOHN CALVERT, Trevoi ter, K: April 21. Robins 
& Con Lincoln’s ina fields SES, ER AO Ae 

Woop, Many, Nunthorpe, York. May7. Wood & Oo, York 

WOOLDRIDGE, FRANK, Barcelon Speia, be " ite H M’s Consul at Catalina. April 

21. Hill, 8t st Michael's alee, ornhi 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, March 238. 
ALLAN, WILLIAM, Bradford, Millowner. April2i1. Berry & Co., Bradford 
ALLEN, ELLEN, Oakley st, Chelsea. May 31. Woolley, Gt Winchester st 
ASHBY, CAROLINE, Staines. April 26. Ashby & Compton, Queen Victoria st 


ATEINSON, ELIZABETH Many GzorGiInia, Warwick House, nr Carlisle. April 12. 
Clayton & Gibson, Newcastle upon Tyne 

BENTLEY, THOMAS HENRY, Exmouth, Esq. April 30. A. F. & R. W. Tweedie, — 
Lincoln’s a4 fields 

BODEN, HARRIET, St. Philip’s rd, Sheffield. May3i. Taylor, Sheffield 

CAMBRIDGE, WILLIAM, South Runcton, Norfolk, Farmer. May 9. Nunn, 
Downham Market 

Cooxs, SARAH, Towcester, Northampton. April 25. Greville, Towcester. 

CORNELISSEN, LOUIS DIEUDONNE, Great Queen st, Lincoln’s inn fields, Artist’s 
Colourman. Mayi0. Lennox, Verulam bldngs, Gray’s inn 

on, Se ANNA MurRAy, Gower st. Mayi. Ravenscroft & Co, John st, 


edford row 
DgAN, Ettis, Atherton, Lancs, Reedmaker. May 1. Hope, Atherton and 
, Leamington Priors. May 31. Thompson & Groom, Raymond 
bldn Gray’ 's inn 
DENTON, Haanier Bagton, Bootlecum Linacre. April 28, Toulmin & Co, Liver- 
Fox, rants, Salterton, Devon, Surgeon. May 10. R. T. & H. Campion, 


Gnaveee, Ewnocu, Ashton under Lyne, Butcher, April24. Booth & Andrew, 
Ashton under Lyne 
GREENE, Mary, Gateshead. April 28. Arnott & Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 
HAMMERSLEY, BAlye Burslem, Earthenware Manufacturer. April 10 
Hollingshead & Moody, Tunstall, Staffs 
Hanngea, Gusngs, | Cotten, Derby, Farm Servant. April 28, J. & W. J. Drewry, 
urton o 
Hutu, Janz, Harpurhey, Manchester. April 19. Sutton & Co, Manchester 
Hitt, NicHonas Frank, Cheltenham, Clerk in Holy Orders. April 30. Tice- 
hurst & Son, Cheltenham 
Hotitoway, DANIEL, Hendon, retired Corn Merchant. April 30. Sismey & 
Sismey, Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st 
ae. GEORGE WILLIAM, Monk Sherborne, Hants, Esq. May1. Lamb & 


in ke 
Hooxs.| Busan mame, Bethune rd, Stoke Newington. May6. Hanbury & Co, 
ew Broad s 
Keon, Sane. Alnwick, Northumberland. April 30. Forster & Paynter, | 
Luwis, Many Axx, Haworth st, Bolton, April 28, Balshaw & Hodgkinson, | 


on 
MARRACE, RICHARD, Truro, Cornwall, Gent. May1. Hodge & Co, Truro ! 
MARTIN, JAMES, sen, Hove, Sussex, Esq. Mayi. Boxall, Brighton 


Martin, ROBERT BUCHANAN, Sydenham Hill, Camberwell, Esq. May 80. 
Marchant & Benwell, Gens vera Lombard s st, 
MAYSON, SPENCER MARTIN, Hilton, og oy Gent. April 30. Fowler, Hunt- 


ingdon 
Maseneh, Zoun SAMUEL, Gt Yarmouth, Bookseller. May 12. Diver & Preston, 
armou 
Measvurzs, THoMas, Gilmorton, Leics, retired Maltster. June? Owston & Co, 
MEDLAND, Louisa, St Neots, Hunts. April 20. Fowler, Huntingdon 
M1115, Joserg, Kingswinford, Staffs, Esq. June 24. Sanders & Oo, Dudley 


NEwsoM, JOSEPH EBENEZER, Dartmouth rd, Forest Hill. May 29. Mander & 
Watso: ye cianca, aa spoua’s inn 
2) 


i 
| 


Parume —~poee grove, Hast Dulwich. May 10 Rowland & 
PARKER, ‘Rae oe CHAPMAN, St James's st, Tailor. May 1. Smith, | 


STEPIEN 
Pinsent, & Oo,, Birmingham 
Pacy, (ae ony, Barton, Westmorland, Esq. May 1. Hardisty & Oo., Gt 


Parry, ANN, Camp hill, Birmingham. May?. Parry, Birmingham 
name, Sih Neceemtalon, ti cgtente ae South Kensington, Gent. April 80. Sher- 
Ronerts, GRiFFITH, “Easels u , Ship May 1. Wilkinson & 
sons aroha Newcastle upon pon —_ — 
Roem, Ongatorze, Stanstead rd, Forest hill. June 1. Grenside, Great George 


nomi fy Machinist. April 16. Buokley & Miller, Staly- 
Orenaey, Sosnrn, Southampton st, Pentonville, Wood Turner. April 90, | 
eran, Wuistan War, Norwich, Stonemason. May? Chittock & Woods, | 
Tariaye N, Carlton troo, Norwich. April 28 Goochild, Norwich 


FREDERICK, the Sanctuary, Westminster. April 25. Noyes, | 


TREVENEN, ABTHUB Sesodien tuts heaton Sande Ia iowa el 
“wmap, Dias Puan, Lit He Walter Rectory, Essex, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
UnsworrH, JOHN, Birk Birkdale, Lancs, Gent. April 26. Hope, Atherton and Wigan 


vam’ 

WEAR, AMELIA, Scarborough. May9. Hick, Scarborough 

Wesson, Ann, Ashford, Kent. May 15. Norwood, Ashford 

Woop, Mary, York. May7. J.P. H. &J.R. Wood & Co, York 

Youne, WitL1amM Matruew, Crondace rd, Fulham. April 21. Pritchard & Sons, 
Gracechurch st 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, April 1. 
ASHBRIDGE, JoHN, Cockermouth, Camberiand, Gent. April 30. Hayton & 


BARNgs. Many MILEHAM, Southtown, Suffolk. April 30, Harmer & Ruddock, 


Butt, Jane HavonTos, Alleyn park, Dulwich. July 3i. Louisa Bell, Alleyn 
DE, 


BINGHAM, HaBeRrErTt, St Jude's pl, Bradford. May6é. Freeman, Bradford 
Brooxz, Ruts, Cameron st, Leeds. May 10. Lumb & Bailey, Leeds 
Baeqs, sop, Dame, Sea, Gas & Bey Se May 5. Sturt, 


Canvas, Rev Ausunt, Long Eaton, Derby. May 1. Ware & Sons, York 


HENRY, Hele House. nr Farnham, Surrey, Government Contractor. 
May 10. Hoilest & Co., Farnham 
Couns, Gaonen, Osseen Meuse, Sew 50, iven Berchans. April 30. Bentwitch, 
Cousins, RiouARD W, Bishopegate st Within, Shipowner. May 10. Hollams & 
Coca. Bowaae JLLIAMS, Swansea, Coal Exporter. May 8. Collins & Woods, 
wansea 
lee» ‘pundnanpegadenanedeeapiangtieeds April 30. Coles & Co, 
GAWITH, J AMES Jaqunim, Hartow 24, Fedtingten, Saxgeen. May 13. Lindo & 


| meneame GrorGE, Swansea Mayi0. Becr & Co, Swansea. 
| Oe eens ney Deena CNIS May 
1. Rideal, 


Gunaven, Frances CoNsTANCE, Clifton, Glos. April 30. Rivington & Son, Fen- 


GREENWOOD, JOHN, Morley, Yorks, Gent. July 1. Middleton & Sons, Leeds 
HELsHAM, EDWARD, St Leonards on Sea, Esq. Mayi. Dent & Son, Gt George 
st, Westminster 
Has, JAMES, ton le Moors, Lancs, Calic> Printer. May 13. Easthams 
110LB, Jonas, ‘st Ervan’s 6 oe Park, retired Inspector of Police. 
April 28. Carr & 
HOPPER, ———y PLOMLEY, Bristol. May 31. Wood, Wrington, R.8.0., 
HOnSFIELD, B naire, Longsight, Manchester, Gent. April %. Thomson, Man- 
Hennes, EpwIn, Birmingham, Brassfounder. April13. Bradley & Cuthbert- 
Hust. J JOHN Carew Harem, High st, Kensington. May 14. Merriman & 
White, King’s Bench W. Temple . 
none See GIDEON, Mount Pleasant Cottages, Clapton, Gent. May 31. 


Whi 
Horrox, FRANCES, Virginia Water, Berks. May 15. Palmer & Co, Trafalgar ¢q 





JeFFs, Hewny, Bewdley, Worcs, Gent. May 1. Owens & Morton, Kidder- 


er 
KILNER, JOHN, Hoylandswaine, Yorks, Gent. May1. Rideal, Barncley 
PaRRACK, GEORGE, Bourdon st, Sf George's, Hanover sq, Smith. May 12. 


Moon & Gilks, Lincoln’s iun fi 
Parren, EMILY > Surrendale pl, Sutherland avenue. May 16. Lovell 
& bo, Gray’s inn eq 


Pan st Hartlepool, or Ada Puetps, Swan Hote May 1. A. H. Phelps, 

Prest, Mary, Bewlay st, York. 1, Ware York 

Pavononoc, Sorma Hua, St James's s Pll April 8. Burton & 
ER, JOSEPH, Shipley, Bradford, Labourer. May 10. Lumb & Bailey, 


Hvax, Aldershot, Gent. May10. Hollest & Co, Farnham and Alder- 


, ot 
SHAWE, JANE BaGWstt Corsgiiis, Eastbourne. May 17. Pomeroy, Bristol 


mon |. techs dentro June 1. Rutland 


Srivastan, Hany Roman, Kennington pk rl, Bea May 3st. C. & E. Wood- 
a Kt oy Patelay Brides, Yorks, Hatter May 15__ Kirby & Son. Mlarro- 


| Takrom, Gacaen Gurre, Bowling, Bradford, Grocer. April 2. Gaunt & Co, 


Tasnpeen, JONATHAN, Huddersfield, Commercial Traveller, May 1. Brook, 


TRUMBLE, GEORGE, Hessle, Yorks, Gent. May 15. Jackson, Hull 
TYLER, Mania, Durham. Mayi. Hargreaves & Joblin, Durham 
‘Wareom. GEoRGE, Halsham in Holderness, Yorks, Farmer. May 15. Jackson, 








If the house in which you live is 


the money of 
rab wate Zerit the et Senta! evi head 
at an incon t time, ye Stn 4-45 
, post.—[ADvT.} 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette—FRipay, April 4. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Anws, THomas, King st, Chespside, General Mer- 
chant Court Pet April1 Ord Aprili 
ATKINSON, Y, Southwick, Durham, Market 
Gardener Sunderland Pet March 24 Ord 

A 

Wr114M, Roath, Cardiff Cardiff Pet March 
16 Ord March 28 

‘AM, HENRY, an nd © CHARLES BOLTON, ane pa 

Wasteur *J Litho a High Court et 
March 17 

LEY, Won York, Furniture Broker York 
Pet March 31 Ord March 31 

BUCHNER, PAUL FREDBRICE, Farringdon st, China 

Dealer Court ‘Pet March 31 Ord 


March 31 
CHAPMAN, GEORGE, Northampton, Gaxter 
as gy al Pet March 31_Ord March 
CORBET, J! ILLIAM, Holme Hale en Nor- 
folk, Clerk in Ord Apri Orders King’s Lynn Pet 
March 22 
CrRortT, egg schurch, Wheductght 
Shrewsbury Pot Masel 9 SNP Mave 
CHARLES, Queen Victoria ty = 
Merchast High Court Pet March 31 Ord 


Daunrow, Lucy Racuet Wars, Bristol, Stay 
Manufacturer Bristol Pet April i Ord April i 

DAWBEB. nn op Welton, Lincs, Farmer Liacoln 
Pet Hapch Ord March 28 


Dean, Watsax. Pm = og Cheshire, 
Pet March 31 Ord March 3 
Det, Joux, Northam » Wine Merchant *North- 
ampten Pet 29° Ord March 29 
, ELIZABETH MOUNSEY, Nottin: on. Tobacco- 
Pet March 31 “Ord March 31 
GRAINGER, hinge = Brierley Hill, Staff, Grocer 
Stourbridge Pet March 26 Ord March’2s 
HazeLpryg, ILLIAM, Elstree, Herts, Builder 
Barnet Ord Aprili Pet Aprili 
a ANDREW Prax, Destsxe, Leics Leicester 
Pet April! Ord April 
Host, James JOHN, Norwich, Confectioner Norwich 
March 31 Ord March 31 
Herefordshire, oat Merchant 
reh 18 Ord April 
Poulterer 


pril 1 
HARLES, Gosport, Tailor Portsmouth 
Pet March 29 Ord March 39 
Beddington, Surrey Baker 
29 Ord March 29 


North- 


ea 


Milam JOHN, Che 
tenham Pet April2 Ord April 2 
NEgALB, MaTTHEW HeNe 

Pet March 15 Pet April1 


Greenwich 
Musis, Cosmas Roses . Harrington rd, Kensin 
occupation 


} mins 
hway, Builder | 
i | Proctor, 


vw Clot rier | 





YY. East Greenwich, Chemist 


High Court Pet Feb 6 Crd | 


‘April 2 
Nicuotts, ARTHUR Genes, Newport, Mon, Boot 
yo Newport, Mon. Pet March 2% Ord 


oval, ives, Bootle, nr Liverpool, Baker Liver- 
pool Pet March2 Ord Aprili 

Parxissox, Gzorcz, Ancoats, Manchester, Brick- 
maker Manchester Pet March % Ord March 


a1 
Powzit, Tomas, Liverpool, 
Liverpool Pet Mar 31 "Ord Mar 3 


art 


a. Ss, © 
Pet Apri Ord Apri 
oon. Jace Xf -- te Nottingham Pet M 
‘ocers et Mar 18 
Ord Apr 7 


Rerygz, Freep, Redca: 


r Ww tock. | 
= on Tees and teiddinbee en Pet Apr 1 | Tae. Yee Evesham, Tailor April 19 at 11 


Apri 
RicuaEnsos, Jous Tuomas, Seasbeveugh, Joiner 
Romeo Pet Apr 2 Ord Apr 2 
Rortsom, Gzorce Heyer, Lancs, Slater 
rut Hee 66 ‘Ord Mar 31 


Roame, WiisM Henny, Dawson Be - ter, 
sents, High Court Pet Mar 13 Mara 
—, Hewey, Serattord spon. fame, 


Warwick Srmtmercal 1, Peck : 
oe | ae neeS Ord A: 
Romford, 


pmaiiware Dealer | 


| 
| 


gore towne ay van 
ASHTON. JAMES, ond Bevan F. are eat cat 4.0 ays, late 
ot bre at 2. 


of Manchester 

ien’s chore, Bride Bridge st, 

BowNas, ILLIAM, Roger Ground, nr Hawkshead, 
Lance, Ss ats ~ April 12 at 11.30 37, Stramon- 

BROADLY, W WILLIAM, B Sn Furniture Broker April 
llat10 Off mee S 

BROWNE, T11aM, and GERMAIN 
CoLLADO m, Wood 6 st, General Merchants A ~4 
25 at 12 Ba bidgs, Portugal st, Linco! 


inn 
—— JAMES ANDERSON, Throgmorton avenue, 
tockbroker April 22 at 12 33, Oarey st, Lin- 


, JAMES, Wildmore, Lincs, Farmer April 
17ati215 Off Ree, 81, Silver st, "Lincoln 

— FREDERICE, Bradford dealer April 19 
atit Off Rec, 31, Manor TOW, Braiford 

Dawsse, GorGE, Welton. Lincs, Farmer April 17 


Sole? ~ 


at 12.30 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 
Evans, DAVID, Farm, nr Travelers’ Rest. 
Carmarthenshire, Farmer April 11 at 11 Off 


Rec. 11, Quay st. Carmarthen 

FAIRWEATHER, EDGAR, East Donyland, Heoen, Baker 
April 12 at 11.30 owenal, Colches 

Hart, Davin Joun, Church rd, Toddineton, Builder 
April 16 at 12 Off Rec, 24, Railway approach, 
Loaion Bridge 

Hiaes, ANDREW PEAK. Desford, Leics nore 15 at 
12.20 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leices' 

Hitt, Epwarpd JAmMEs, 8 —*< Lae, _ ae Bailiff 
se 11 at 12.30 Off 4, F , Leicester 
Huu, Joun, Ecclesall, Shefield: Licensed Victualler 

.30 Off Rec, Jane, Sheffield 
Kresy, Sir ALFRED, New Cross yn April 2% at 12 
> mae bidgs, Portugal st, coln’s inn 


fiel 
Lz, Rosane, Newport, Mon, Boot Dealer April 11 
at 2.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 
LETHER, J! cy yO Cabinet Maker Aprii 
11 at 11 Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, Scarborough 
Mostyn, JOHN HENRY, Holborn viaduct, Wine Mer- 
— April 29 at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
O’FamrEtt, CHARLES, Gt Yarmouth. —— April 
12 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
PARKINSON, GEORGE, Ancoats. Manchester, Brick- 
maker April i4at 3 Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, 
Bridge et, Manchester 
Y, EDWIN, Sandown, I W, Draper Aged 17 at 
3 Chamber of Commerce, 145, Cheapside 
POWELL, E®e®NEsT ILu1AM, Wolverhampton, 
Tobacconist April 15 at 11 Off Rec, St Peter’s 
Close, Wolverhampton 
Powrs, Ricnarp, Lessar avenue, Clapham common, 
Builder April 15 at 3 119, Victoria st, West- 


iter 
Witu1AM, Rannikin, nr Hawkshead, Lancs, 

Butcher April (2 at tt 37, Stramongate, Kendal 

Ruopes, THomas Brown, Armley, Leeds, out of 
business April 16 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

Ricwarpson, Wititam Tayitor, Padiham, Lancs, 
ww April 24 at 2 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas 
st, rniey 

SanasTer, THOMAS HENRY, St Sonne 8 rd, Pimlico, 
late Manager of Manufacturin, ment 
Army and Navy — t adanl as at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs. Lincoln’s 


| SLOCOMBE, WALTER, they » Masen, Oilman April 


' 
} 


| 


Kent rd, ‘ High | 
Bostock. Sneinton. | gwipr 


BARRON, THoMas, 


~ Oilman 
—_~ “Pet War 3: Ord Mar 2 
Sraeees, Jous Parrir, Bdgiem, Norwich, Licensed 
Victualler Norwich gy Ord Ayr2 
Sruav, Jous, d, Bootmaker 
Bradtord Pet March 21 ig J March 3 
ag ocnordhy ge Bye april 2 Gen kes | 
12 
Tuomrsos. Warten, Evesham, Worcester 


Pet March % zs, Eesha, ‘al 
Guozon, B Devon, Iron- 


ewton Abbot, 

Pet March “A Ord March 21 
Joum, Leeds, rance Superintendent 
Auriga: 4 ril 1 

Pet March 4° Ord 
Henrietta at, Covent garden, 
Court Pet March 14 Ord 


Yonge Omani, mypandy, Giam. Butcher 
be mance 2 Ord March @ 


14at 11.30 Shirehall, Chelmsf 
Starr, Joun Tuomas, Gt Yarmouth, Beerhouse 
keeper Aprili2at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Nor- 


=e. 
SrzaD, JouN, Manningham, Bradford, Bootmaker 

aD i 2 at3 Off Rec. 31,Manor row, Bradford 
Liverp: spOO aes April 14 


, WILLIAM ‘ARTHUR, Motingncm, Lacedcesser 
April 15 15 Le it Off Rec, St Peter’s Courch walk, 
Yot 
THOMAS, "ROBERT, Nottingham, Confecti ner April 
o — Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, 
ting 


Top, PzEcr BROMPIELD, Barnet, Stockbroker April 
i1atil 16 Room, 9 and 31, St Swithin’s lane 
CKEY, WILIAAM, Standlake, Oxon, Baker April 
12at12 1, “Ld s Aldate’s Sane 


WEETER, Newton Abbot, Devon, Iron- 
founder Agel 14 at 12 Off Rec, 13, Bedford 
circus, Exeter 

ADJUDICATIONS. 


Tunstall in Holderness, Yorks 
Pet March 13 Ord 


Broker High 


rmer Kingston on Hull 
A 


pril 1 
BEeCcKgTT, soun, Pe Pall Bel, a 


Court Seen & 
| Bert, \ haw LIAM, , oath, Goedt Oardiff Pet March 
1% Or 
BROADLEY, MratAx, York, Pumitese Broker York 
Pet March 31 Ord March 3 


Brows, ELizapern, Warwick, Grocer Warwick 
Pet March7 Ord April2 
DeLee. Josern, Kingston on —; Gent Kingston 
Hull Pet Feb2 Ord A April 1 
OnAPMAN, Goran, 
ampton Pet March 41 
Onsorse. Jamus, Wiidmore, Linca, Farmer LAncoln 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Aprilt 
Crort, JIcsern, Baschurch, Salop, Wheduright 
Shrewsbury ch 2 Ord March 
Curronmn, ONAntEs, Queen Victoria 1 ” cunber 
Mercia t High’ Oourt Pet March 31 Ord 
March 41 








Psrer, Leman st, Whitecha crown 
High Court Pet March 22” Ord & 
—-) — 1} Welton, Lines, asmar ~t4 


Ord March - 

Dean, Writ114M, Hoylake, Ohes Grocer Bir- 
kenhead Pet March 3i Ord Mavoh 81 

Dgyyge, CORNELIUS, Blackfriars rd, Licensed Vic- 
tualler h Court Pet March 28 Ord Aprili 

Dua ALFRED VINCENT, Hemberton rd, Stock- 

. Commission Agent High Court Pet Feb 

B Ord April 2 

EADES, hg oe SEYMOUR, peistol. Bost Meantie- 
turer Bristol Pet March 22 Ord March 


FosTon, ELIZABETH MOoUNSEY, Notti agham Tobac- 
conist_Nottingham Pet ee. 3 ” Ord April t 

GARSIDE, James, Ashton under Lyne, Joiner Ash- 
ton under Lyne Pet March 29 Ord April 1 

GRAINGER, WILLIAM, Brierley hill, Sse = Grocer 
Stourbridge Pet March Ord Ma’ 


Davivson, PETER, 
Dealer 


Hices, ANDREW ye weitere, Lales t ricester 
Pet a pee 4 ped 
KEARTON, pumend, Fe. Poulterer 


| ae Fy "Pet Mar 31 Ord Apr 
Lon@, GEORGE Epwakp, High st, Keasiagton, Job- 


master High Court Pet a 22 Ord Apri 

Moses, WILLIAM Enfi G Flighway, Builder 
Edmonton Pet Mar 81 ‘Ou & 

RD, FREDERIC, Aston ay Birminghom, 

Commercial Traveller Birmingham 
25 Ord Apri 

PowWELL, THOMAS, Liverpool, Smallware Dealer 
Liverpool Pet Mar3i Ord Mar 31 

Pow.es, Wittr1am, Old Kent “ Surgeon High 
Court Pet Apri Ord Apr 

REYNER, FRED, car, Yorks. Wisteheneier Stock- 
=o on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Apr 1 

Apr 

Bumpameeten. JOHN THOMAS, Searhorongh, Joiner 
hegre Pet April2 Ord April z 

SELLEN, ELIJAH, Commercial rd, am, Chemist 
High —y Pet A ril2 Ord April 2 

STEAD, 5 my Bradford, Soot Maker 
B Pet March 81 Ord March 


secant ABRAHAM,  avenpedl, Tailor” anemicsl 
Pet March 24 Ord A 

SwIirt, WILLIAM Gee Nottingham, Lacedresser 
Nottingham Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

THOMPSON, WALTER, Beomham, Tailor Worcester 
Pet March 26 Ord March 31 

TUCKEY, Be Sy Oxon, Baker Oxford 
Pet March 26 Ord April 

WEBSTER, JouN, Leeds ries Superintendent 
Leeds Pet April i ‘Ord Ap ril 1 

WOLSTENHOLME, ARTHU: Tne anal Lanes, School- 
master Bolton Pet Feb27 Ord April 2 

Wageerees, FRANK BABBER, loceaniiie ca sqr, Lon- 

aa High Court Pet Nov & Ord 


Mare 
Youne, OA Tonypandy, Glam, Butcher 
Pontypridd  P; Pet March 29 Ord March 29 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


MeEyztgs. Dr., Rochester ag Sapacon High Court 
Rec Ord March 22 Resc A pril 


ORDER RESOINDING RECEIVING ORDER 
AND DISMISSING PETITION. 


TuHomson, GEORGE AUGUSTUS, York st, Portman sq, 
Railway Contractor h Ord 
Jan 21 Resc and Dis March 31 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, April 8, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Buiter GEORGE JAM&S, land rd, petdings: ome 
Wandsworth Pet Jani3 Ord Apri 
Waseaems, Tusbrook, pr lavenpoct, Builder 
— verpool Pet Mar 17 Ord Apri 
Catverr. LEMUEL LEONARD 2, ‘Birstal, xouks, 
ity segeeseainive Beakttd Pet April 


CHUCcE, Stears Howard ter, Tottenham. formerly 
Malte’ dmonton Pet Aprils Ord April 3 

Epwagps, Ropert Epwarp JounN, and Hues Ketty, 
Birmingham, Tailors Birmingham Pet Maris 
Ord April 8 


Fincu, CHARLES, Bagshot, Surrey, oa Merchant 
Kingston Pet Mar 31 Ord Mar 
Frost, KOWLAND, Wednesfield, : Fe 
Galvanized Iron Manefactarer Wolverhamptun 
Pet April3 Ord April 
GALL, WILLIAM bey 1 Hous, Nowton, Suffolk 
Farmer Bury St Edmunds Pet March 2 Ord 
D 
ay Hon Cuanae Epwarp Honart, Werter 
rd, Putney, late Capt in East India Oo. ss Bervice 
en ands worth toe 7 Ord age 
LEONARD GsoRrGE, Chesterfiel Dealer in 
— Chesterfield “Pet April 8 Ord April 3 
, ALBER’ » Paleeaey, Butcher Salisbury 
Pet March 95 "Ord April 3 
RICHMAN, WILtUIAM, Chatham, Grocer 
aoe oe Ord April 8 


Wat ALTER, Cam, Gos, Publican 
oucester pot Aprils Ord , 
Wag, yer, Derby, Plasteren. Derby Pet April 


8 
Warn, Joun axny, 


OCoundon gate, Durham, 
Butcher Durham Pet April 3 a April 3 
Woopman, Joun Josern, iton, cum Hardy, nor 


pancucetes, Architect Salford ep ot April 3 

Ord April 3 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Buurrron, TnHomas, Orewo, Joiner April 15 at 4 


Ono SOmmre, Bees Basshurohy Wheelwright 
WT, « ru Ww 
April 16 at if Off Reo, Talbot chor, Shrewsbury 
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GaLt, WILLIAM BENJAMIN re Nowton, Suffolk 
ou, a April 15 at 4 Guildhall, Bury St 
un 


Edm 
ABSIDE, JAMES, Ashton under Lyne, fetner April 
@ i Townhall, Ashton wie . 


it 1.45 
gurus. ‘Wit1iaM Lzonagp, Smethwick, Btaffs, Boa 
ee, oe 98 at 10.30 County Court, West | 
wie! 
LOCKYER, i, oem, bon Pommementh, Baker Apriliéat1) 
Cen Bournem: 

WALTER, ieee Butcher April17 at. 
was, Colmore row, Bi ham - 
PADGETT, FREDERIC LEOPOLD, Bromley, Kent, Auc- 

Honeee eS 16 at " Sanders & Sons,Auctioneers, 





a THowas, ive ool, Smallware Dealer Apr 
ne at2 85, Victoria st, Liverpool ” 
CHARDSON, Jeu Tuomas, Scarborough, Joiaer 
ur 18 at 11 “Ot Rec, 74, Newborongh st, Scar- 
oug! 


r 
RIcHMAN, GEORGE WILLIAM, Chai pmenere Apr | 
we tise 11.90, Of Re Boo, High ot, Bock ite ~ Bi ee 

eritend, Bir 
Ben. Pailor Apr 18 at 11 25, Colmore row, Bir- 


WATTS, JOSEPH, De: oa, Lig mw Apr 16 at12 Off 


WEB GEORGE, Newton Abbott, Devon, fron- 
founder Apr 21 at 12 Off Rec, 13, Bedford | 
circus, Ex<ter 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ABRAHAM, J jou, © ptaiogten, | Betstel, Soapmaker | 
Bristol Pet March 27 Ord A: eas 

CALVERT, LEMUEL LKONARD. Wyke, Birstal, hee or 
Dyer's ae Bradfo rd Pet April 3 

Ap 


meg po Northa: ine rok’ Ord ve — North- 
CHARLES, Bagshot, fone geal Merchant 
Kingston Pet March 81 Ord 
JEFFREYS, JOSEPH, Chesham. Bucks, _ Ayles- 
bury "Pet March 3 207d AD 
Proriield. Dealer in 


LEONARD GEO 
Music. Ohesterficld 5 ey roy Ord April 8 


Werneth, oP Yarn Agent 


MELLOR, WILLIAM 
Oldham Pet Pet March 17 Ord April 
OCKENDEN, HENRY RAYMOND, Anerley, por, 
Builder Croydon wn Uct 21 Ord April 1 
Chatham, Grocer, 


SLOCOMBE, WALTER, Romford, ssex, Oilman 
Chelmsford Pet March 3i Ord A 

STANLEY, JOHN Puttip, Norwich, censed Vic- 
—, * Bg se Pet April 2 Ord April3 

VINEN, HARLES, Sheffield, Wine Merchant 
Buatield het March 8 Ord A 


pril 3 
Weems, JOSEPH, ae Plasterer PHerby Pet April 
Ord April 3 


Warrs, JOHN HeEnRy, Coundon Gat», Darhem, 
Butcher Durham Pet April 3 Ord Apri 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Brice. a 6, at 5, Bedford-square, the wife of 
Seward Q.C.. of a son. 


Drevin. ~ Ape 7, fh Gayton-cresent, Hampstead, | 
as wife of Lewis T. ’Dibdin, barrister-at-law, of a 


hter. 
GILL. e April 5, at 74, Lexham- ee, Cromwell- 


ot, , the wife of Robort T. G barrister-at-law, 
of as 
dnsskL,— Apri 7, at 3, Chester-place, Hyde- 

the wife of Albert i. Jessel, batrister- 


square, 
at-law, of a gon 
MACGREGOR. —April 6, at 5, Russell-street, Calcutta, 


the wife of J, OU. Macgregor, barrister-at-law, of a | 


— 


Scuarrox.—April 5, at Kinloch House, St. Andrew's, s, | 
Fife, N.B., if Edward J. Black burn 


Pe age yey the wit of | 
> ge e i 
Eaward: , Studd, barrister- regeie BW | 


MARRIAGES. 
| Prnra—Fooran.— & pad tah Houes. 2. ¥: 8 fee | 
Firth, of London,to th,secon: 
of the late William Foster Ovenden Hall, 
CKHAM—KeER.—-Apri: Peat eth, ay page E. 


B. Rackham, solicitor, +; Norwich, to Lucy Jane, 
younger daughter of James Ker, of Exmouth. 


DEATH. 
| Sumpson.—April 5, at_ Scar h, Alfred Walker | 
| Simpson, ry No. 1, Mitre-court- Temple, 
| Bencher of the - coal Temple and of Scar- 


borough, aged 65 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK, 


pril 15.—Messrs. Dowserr & Co , at the Mart, E.C., | 
. 2 o’clock, Freehold and Leasehold Investments 
(see advertisement, March 29 


| April 17.—Messrs. seem, a CLARE, & 
| Co., at the Mart, E.C., at 2 o'clock, Freehold Pro- 
perties and Ground-rents (see advertisements, 
arch 1, p. 4, and March 15, 4 $27). 
| Avril 18.—Messrs. Pricketr & EL.ts, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, Leasehold Residence (see adver- 
tisement, this week, p. 4). 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
} 





All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 
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| the 
| AtKsy, & Upron, 14, Austin Friars, 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in the Country, i 
ts requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher. 


SSISTANT CHANCERY and CONVEY- 


ANCING CLERK. 
of a pene ee ieee has 
—Upron, 








A SOLICITOR of ability ity and long experi- 


ence as a Law 
plea > canaten on 
Pe Pnmnnen ee EY RY oo Ehesthees we 
terms moderate.—Address, Coaca, y ---—+ 


| street, London, E.C. 





SOLICITORS.— Wanted, the Name of 
1845 Rts ~ ing “oo it is believed, A 
were 

vertising. for the even of Goodiag; to auy 

clerk wi ‘0 was engaged with the said Firm of 8 plici- 

tore at that dime, and ene pine eng tatsenats will 

rewarded.—Addres3, W. 8S. B., care of F. H. Ebs- 
weal, Esq , 43 S"Moorgate-street,” E.. 





YAE LONDON and SOUTHERN 
COUNTIES INVESTMENT, ADV Anca, 

ond pee py COMPANY b gy by , Strand, 
W.C.— fees or deduc- 


‘Loans promptly granted ; 
tions; aes Sow intanest ; forms free. 


Cu ADVANCED (€30 to £500) at a day’s 
notice, to Householders resident in London or 








AL UaTiOms for PROBATE, &&.— 

WATHERSTON & SON "(Licensed 

| Valuers) },12, Pall Mail East, 8.W.. elt ee 

to the Profession Gold, Silver, 
Jewellery, yp SB, S.-H, 





ETECTIVE OFFICES (SLATER'S) — 


The only eee Tee la 

City of London (vide press) for Divorce and 
ae enguiries by, Female and’ Male ale “Dotectives 

rte, 


=. Telegraphic Address, rhea 
HENRY SLATER, Manager, 27, senoet, 
London, E.C. 


OOKS BOUGHT.—Te Brecators, 8 Solici- 
turd, 60. SHENE © Soren & 


He 








ie a 
| os — trouble or m= 
London. Code in use, Unicode. 


Te you want Money without Fees—amounts 


-_ to agente elsewhere see Mr. 
it healbie, 43. Great Tower: 











THE LAW GUARANTEE& TRUST SOGIETY, 


SUBSCRIBED 


The Hon, BARON POLLOCK 





1—FIDELITY GUARANTEES, 
Travellers, and others; also Bonds on be 


dators and Receivers under the Hk uh Court, and all persons holding 


quired) 
‘OM ‘TEES’ BONDS granted. 
ay Mi i te a ‘into at moderate rates. 


sppointments, where rea 


».—ADM WURATION FONDS entero 
U.—ADMIRA L Ry NDS granted, 
11I,—~MORTG AGH INS RANOCES effected. 


Qiry Orvicn: 9, St, Mildrod’s-court, Poultry, B. 


Hab Orricr; 9, Serle-street, Lincoln'’s-inn, London, 


The Hon, Mr, JUSTICE KAY. 


Buistou; 31, Olare-streot. GLASGOW: 18,' Royal Exchange-square. 


LIMITED. 


CAPITAL, £1,000,000. 





TRUSTEES : 


PAID-UP CAPITAL, £100,000. 
General Manager and Secretary, THOS, R. RONALD. 


The Hon. Mr, JUSTICE DAY, 


OBJECTS OF THE SOCIETY: | 


LR. PY me ny 
ss See USTRRSTIL 


The Hon. Mr, JUSTIOR GRANTHAM, 


bohalt of Clerks; Cashiers, | 1Y. DEBENTURES and. BANKS B 
pdlitir ot Trustees in Hiankruptey, La V. TRUSTEES FOR D EBEN 


KPOSITS insured. 
TURBS, &c, The Society acts as Trustee 


ny Bins 
The Society i ale to be ~ppointed Trustee 
ae in existing Trusts or ia those to Kad me pnt 


VII,—TITLES GUARANTEBD ( t 
VIiL,—OONTRACTS GUARANT 


Vor further particulars apply to the Head Oftice, as above, or to any of the Branches: = 


special Prospectus.) 
ia same), 
(as to due 


EpiInnvRen ; 63, Ma tery Dunner: 11, Westmoreland-street. BimMineHtamM;: 104, Colmore-row, 
ur Dale-street. MANCHESTER ; Si, King-strees, 


VEBRPOOL; 6, York-Duildings, 14, 
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INEBRIETY. 





COLMAN HILL HOUSE, HALESOWEN, WORCESTERSHIRE. 


FOR LADIES ONLY. 


UNDER ENTIRELY NEW MANAGEMENT. 





Patients received privately or under the Inebriates Act. Terms, 2 to 5 guineas a week. 
For further particulars apply to the MANAGER. 
Telegraphic Address—“ BRANTHWAITE, HALESOWEN. ” 








Capital - - £3,000,000. 
Fully Subscribed £1,502,000. 


@LAW.4 












































EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTE- 
RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 

or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans 
or Annuities thereon , by the EQUITABLE RE- 
VERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY LIMITED), 10, 
a Waterloo Bridge, Strand, Established 
1835. Capital,” ane {nterest on Loans may be 
capitaliz 


. 8. CLAYTON, 
ee CLAYTON, 


Joint 
Secretaries 


TMPERIAL FIRE INSURANCE OuM- 


Esta’ hitshed 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., Fg Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Bubseribed Capital, ul, £1,200,000; ; Paid AUD. 9 £300,000 


Total Invested 
E, COZENS SMITH, 
Gereral Manager 





POLICIES ASSOCIATION, LIMITED, 
ALBION CHAMBERS, BRISTOL. 


BUYERS OF LIFE POLICIES REVERSIONS, 
AND LIFE INTERESTS 


Forms of proposal and all information me be had 
Oftice, 4 . IR YON, 


at the 
Secretary. 





ABLISHED 1861. 
IRKBEOK BAN K.— 


Bouthampto bull ry-lane. 
THREE per. CEN pices allowed on 


TWO PNTEREST on CURRENT 
AGCOUNTS ce bE on the um monthly 
balances, 


Greate M Bide N rn ao 
ar INO 
lars, BIRKBECK li warn gy 
on ication. 
Pe TRANS RA VENSOROFT, Manager. 











EST BROMWIOH CORPORATION £3 
PER CENT, REDEEMABLE STOCK. 


ISSUE OF £300,000. 


ae CORPORATION of WEST BROMWICH are 
to RECEIVE APPLICATIONS a S the 

tore Stock. Minimum price of issue, £97 per 
Interest fe ay fs nell yoary on ist April vand 1 ist 
October. be issued in sums of £10 
and upwards, being a Tanttiois of £10, free of Stamp 
Duty and all charges. All transfers of Stock will be 
free of Stamp Duty. Under the Trust Investment 
Act, 18°9, this Stock is an available investment for 
every Trustee who is not eapeoeny f seer by = 
instrument creating the Trust est in Corpo: 
tion Stock. Forms of spp) pad by. poe an further 
information will be supp’ by the undersigned. 


WM. BUTTERWORTH, Registrar. 
Town Hall, West Bromwich, October, 1889. 


AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- 
RANCE COMPANY. 





126, CHANCER\ LANE, “LONDON, W.c. 


1, ROYAI EXCHANGE BUILDINGS, E.O. 
LiFE DEPARTMENT 
soe attention is drawn to the following 


es 
- The Bonus added to Policies on young lives at 
the last division of profits amounted to £75 for every 
“— of premium paid during the Quinquennium. 
are payable immediately on root of death 


d ti 
“. The ‘Premiums are potenete. 
Losses settled prom and Uberally. 
Private Housss map and bers Baiting: i 


brick and tiled or slated, and free from hazardous 
poe Ay an insured at a premium of 1s. 6d. for | 


£100, 
““Honechold Furniture in houses of similar construc- 
tion insured at a premium of 2s. per cent. 
Loans on Reversions aa Life Interests. 
Reversions Pp 
AnOWRANK Mot 
McGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 


Paix FIRE OFFIOE, 19, Lomranp- 





STREET and 57, G-CROSS, LONDON. 
yee i. 
Moderate Rates. Abso piaatate- 
ery ee sup lied. Weal tose ettlemen 
Prompt 


‘ayment of Olaims. 
4, Se 


ries— 
W. OC. Macponaxp and F. B. MAcDONALD. 
LOSSES PAID OVER 


£17,000,000. 
ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY. 


Axpurpzey, 1, 





Lowpor: 1, me. 
INCOME ‘* Yo TUNDS (1888) :— 





Fire Premiums ., oon eee eos £615.000 
eat —a oo ove on ee —203,-100 
oo 149, 08 
ACOUMULATED FUNDS «.. »+-£3,581,000 wok 
10 TRUSTEES, ‘EX &OUTORS, and 


Others.. -—Jewellery and Plate Purchased. ~ 
Messrs. Hunt & ROSKELL (late wore & & Mortimer) 


Buy, at full market prices, for immediate cash, Silver 
Figte, as Jewelle Diamonds, s, Dearie, and d other gems. 

Jewellers an The Queen, 156, 
New Bond-street, W. 





Eesas. JOHNSON & DYMOND peg 

to announce that their Sales by aioe ot 

|e Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious Stones, 

Ne idee pas on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, 
an 


The athentlon of Solicitors, Hacenters, Zonatene, 
and others is particularly called to ready m 
clients =e disposal of Property of deceased and osher 
clients. 

uence of the frequency of their sales 
eX, J. & D. are enabled ra. include large or smail 
ym mp at short notice (if d). 
of Furniture held at seiveke houses. 

Valuations oo Probate or ‘Transfer. Terms on ap- 
plication to the City Auction Rooms (established 
ins), 8 meee 39, Gracechureh- 

. Johnson & ond beg to. notify that 
me —-- + Auction Sales of Wearing Ap 
Household and Office Furniture, 
Bedding, &c., are held on each day of ‘the week | 
turday excepted). 














SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 
ESSRS. DEBENHAM, _TEWSON, 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATE 3 MSrares 
Tovestments py OR Fe Houses, 
Business Premises, Building Lan 


F Grount Seat 
Advowsons, Reversions, Stocks, other 
Properties will be held at the AUCTION. wane 
Tokenhouee-yard, near the Bank of England, in the 
City of London, as follows :— 


Tues, April15 | Tues, June 17 Tues, Aug 12 
Tues, April 22 Tues, June 24 Tues, Aug 19 
Tues, ig 29 Tues, July 1 Tues, Aug 26 
Tues, May 6 Tues, July 8 Tues, Oct 7 
Tues, May 1 Tues, July 15 Tues, Oct 21 
Tues, May 20 Tues, July 22 Tues, Nov 4 
Tues, June 3 Tues, J' quly » Tues, Nov = 
Tues, June 10 Tues, Tues, 





ston = also be held c on — ar days, in “ni 





or coun ent. Debenham, 
Tewson, & Bri water ‘an undertake 
— and Valastions 4 te and other pur- 
poses of Furniture, haa — Stock, 
imber, Growing Crepe, | &c. Detailed Lists of In- 
vestments, Estates, Sporting Font wd Residences, 
Shops, and B ess mises to be Let or Sold 








T Fi Bridge 
| Burveyors, and Va Valuers, 60, sewater,, Hotate, Agen 0. 
ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON: 


FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
Landed Town and Country Residences, Hunti 

| and Shooting Quarters, Rents, 
| Charges, House Property and Investments generally, is 
| published on the first day of each —_ and may be 
obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, 
@ C., or will be sent by postin return hee two stamps,— 
Particulars for insertica should be received not later than 
four days previous to the eud of the preceding month, 


R. B. A. REEVES, LAND AGENT and 


Farms, Ground 





SURVEYO. LONSDALE CHAMBERS, 2 
CHANCERY LANE, is pre pane’ 0 conduct Males of 
Freehold and ‘Leasehold Pecperties by Auction be 
moderate terms. The Management of Property and 
Collection of Rents undartaken. 

OLICITORS. — aon Ofliees * ~ fine 
Bo in 


be ne doi: 
; hall porter and electric light Apply a at Col- 
lector’s Office, 68, Chancery-lane, 


UPERIOR OFFICES in CHANOERY- 





LANE.—Two fine spacious Rooms, suitable for 
a ew og rent, £110 p yours, hall porter and 
electric Spey to Collector’s Office, 63 and 64, 
Chancery- 





Lonsdale 
{opposite the New Law Courts). Also large, well- 
ed Rooms for Meetings, Arbitrations, &c.— 
Apply to Messrs. OA. Harerison & Co., Chartered 
Ac its, on the premises. 


SEAL ENGRAVING, 
ECCLESIASTICAL, CORPORATE, & HERALDIC, 


BOOK-PLATES IN MEDIZ: VAL AND MODERN 
STYLES DESIGNED AND ENGRAVED. 


THOMAS MORING, 
First Avenue Hotel Buildings, High Holborn, W.C. 
Telephone No, 2,730, 
_ Seals ‘Sor Companies E Engraved and and fitted tb Presses. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE _ as MAKERS, 


POINTMENT, 
‘0 poy! Majesty, poy et "Ohancellor. "the Whole of 
. the J Judicial Bench, Oorpor Corporation of London, &c. 

ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigsand Gowns for Regisisese, Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peace. 





— | 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND ‘CLERGY GOWNS, 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


«wish 








‘wou 


TI 





